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if ON THE SEMANTIC REPRESENTATION OF RELATIVE CLAUSES IN ENGLISH"
A B S T R A C T
Few r e c e n t  s tu d ie s  o f  r e l a t i v i s a t i o n  a tte m p t to  d e a l  w ith  sem an tic  
d i s t i n c t i o n s  betw een R e s t r i c t i v e s  (Rs) and Non-Re s t r i c t  iv e  s (NRs), and none 
s a t i s f a c t o r i l y .  But th e  d i s t i n c t i o n s  a re  fu n d am en ta l, and must be t r e a t e d  
by r u le s  hav ing  sem an tic  and c o n te x tu a l  o r i e n t a t i o n .
The f u n c t io n s  o f c o n te x t  a re  exam ined a t  some le n g th ,  and i t  i s  
s u g g e s te d  t h a t  many sem an tic  and s y n ta c t ic  o p e ra t io n s  u s u a l ly  t r e a t e d  
s e p a r a te ly  a re  i n  f a c t  c o n te x tu a l ly -d e te rm in e d  -  by th e  g e n e ra l  sem an tic  
co h erence  o f th e  d is c o u r s e ,  and by th e  o p e ra t io n  o f  fo cu s  w i th in  i t .  The 
d e i c t i c  im p l ic a t io n s  o f  c o n te x t - r e l a t e d  Rs o f  s e v e r a l  ty p e s  a re  d i s t in g u is h e d  
from  th o s e  o f  th e  c o n te x t- in d e p e n d e n t  f u n c t io n  o f g e n e r i c . G eneric  Rs a re  
ta k e n  to  be th e  fu n d am en ta l R ty p e .  E vidence i s  p r e s e n te d  s u g g e s t in g  t h a t  
Rs and NRs d e r iv e  from  d i f f e r e n t  s o u rc e s . NRs a re  s u b s e q u e n tly  shown not 
e x c lu s iv e ly  to  d e r iv e  from  c o n ju n c t io n , b u t o f te n  to  e x h ib i t  more com plex 
sem an tic  r e l a t i o n s h ip s  betw een  a n te c e d e n t and r e l a t i v e  c la u s e s ,  w hereas Rs 
and t h e i r  a n te c e d e n t  c la u s e s  a re  s e m a n tic a lly  s in g le  u n i t s .  T h is  d i f f e r e n c e  
i s  e x p lo re d  u s in g  a  g e n e ra tiv e -s e m a n tic  m odel, and s u g g e s tin g  how th e  con­
t e x t  u l t im a te ly  s p e c i f i e s  n o t o n ly  R a s  a g a in s t  NR, b u t a ls o  th e  v a r io u s  
ty p e s  o f  R. I n t e r p r e t i v e  sem an tic  m odels, i t  i s  s u g g e s te d , canno t accoun t 
f o r  th e s e  d i s t i n c t i o n s  a t  a l l ;  n e i th e r  can  sen ten ee-g ram m ars .
C o n c lu s io n s
-  Rs s u b jo in  r e l a t i v e  to  a n te c e d e n t c la u s e ,  w hereas NRs c o n jo in  them  
(th o u g h  no t o n ly  w ith  l o g i c a l  1 A 1) j
-  The b a s ic  R i s  g e n e r ic ;  o th e r  d e i c t i c  ty p e s  a re  r e g u la r ly  d e r iv e d  from  
g e n e r ic  c o n te x tu a l ly .  S em antic  th e o ry  must t h e r e f o r e  acco u n t f o r  con­
t e x t  ;
-  The r e l a t i o n s h i p  o f  f u l l -  o r  p a rtia l-sy n o n y m y  be tw een  ( a l l )  l e x i c a l  
ite m s  and (some) g e n e r ic  Rs s u g g e s ts  com plete o r  p a r t i a l  i d e n t i t y  o f  
u n d e r ly in g  sem an tic  s t r u c t u r e .  At p r e s e n t ,  o n ly  G e n e ra tiv e -S e m a n tic s  
(m o d ifie d  f o r  c o n te x t -  and r o l e - s p e c i f i c a t i o n )  can  hand le  t h i s ;
-  C o n s id e ra b le  o v e r la p s  betw een r e l a t i v e  c la u s e s  and  fo c u sse d  c o n s tr u c t io n s  
a p p e a r  to  s u g g e s t t h a t  c o n te x tu a l  fo cu s  may e v e n tu a l ly  d e te rm in e  a l l
th e  d i s t i n c t i o n s  in v o lv e d .
*In the un likely  event o f seeing a garden-warbier i t  may be recognised
by the absence of any d is t in c t iv e  fea tu re . 1
Bolton Evening News 
(quoted in  Punch. June 1970).
To K., 0 . ,  and A., 
sin e  qua non
4A C K N O W L E D G M E N T S
Many p e o p le  have, w i t t i n g ly  o r  n o t,  c o n tr ib u te d  t o  th e  c o n te n t  o f 
t h i s  t h e s i s .  I  sh o u ld  l i k e  t o  th a n k  e s p e c i a l l y  my w i t t i n g  a d v is o r s ,  i n  
p a r t i c u l a r  John  Lyons and E r ik  'Fudge, who re a d  a n  e a r l i e r  v e r s io n  and 
made v a lu a b le  and v a lu e d  comments upon i t .  I f  I  have f a i l e d  t o  p r o f i t
from  t h i s  i n  p la c e s ,  i t  i s  due to  my s tu b b o rn n e ss  and n o t t h e i r  l a c k  o f
p e r s p i c u i t y .  I  sh o u ld  a ls o  l i k e  t o  th a n k  J a s p e r  Buse, my s u p e rv is o r  o f 
n in e  y e a r s ' s ta n d in g , s e v e r a l  " g e n e ra tio n s "  o f  s tu d e n ts ,  and v a r io u s  
c o n fe re n c e  a u d ie n c e s  f o r  t h e i r  q u e s t io n s  and s u g g e s t io n s .  P a r t i c u l a r  
th a n k s  t o  Anne H arb in , who ty p e d  from  a d i f f i c u l t  m a n u sc r ip t w ith  
im p re s s iv e  ease  and a c c u ra c y  -  I  am v e ry  g r a t e f u l  t o  h e r .  ( I  shou ld  
a ls o  l i k e  to  th a n k  Suzanne C h a ts f ie ld ,  who ty p e d  th e  f i r s t  d r a f t ) .  
F in a l ly ,  f o r  h e r  v a s t  fo rb e a ra n c e  and encouragem ent, f a r  beyond th e  c a l l  
o f  d u ty  -  p a r t i c u l a r l y  d u r in g  th e  l a s t  few m onths -  I  c a n ’t  r e a l l y  th a n k
my w ife  enough. However, I  p rom ise t o  t r y .
P a r t s  o f  Chs* I ,  I I I ,  I F  and F, i n  an  e a r l i e r  v e r s io n , have been  
p u b lis h e d  (W erth 1974b).
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8CHAPTER I : INTRODUCTION
1*1 R ela tiv iza tio n  in  TG: a b r ie f  h istory
Our understanding o f r e la t iv iz a tio n  has benefited  rather sparsely  
from recent advances in  semantic knowledge. As a glance at Stockwell, 
Schachter and Partee 1973* or Burt 1971* or Langacker 1972 w i l l  show, 
r e la t iv iz a t io n  i s  generally accounted for in  terms o f syntactic  rather 
than semantic processes. This fo llow s an approach la id  down in  i t s  basic  
o u tlin es  by Carlota Smith in  1964. Smith attempted to capture the 
(semantic) d is t in c t io n  between r e s tr ic t iv e  r e la t iv e s  (R) and non- 
r e s tr ic t iv e  r e la t iv e s  (HR) by using syntactic dummy symbols (as they 
were subsequently c a lle d ) . Thus!
1. (a) NR They pointed to  a dog, who was looking at him hopefullyj
As in  the contemporary Katz-Postal-Chomsky model, a semantic d is t in c tio n  
i s  captured sy n ta c tica lly  and nembryonically" in  the phrase-structure 
ru les, subsequently to  be interpreted by transform ations, projection  
ru les e tc . (though at that early  stage Smith made no reference to the 
semantic machinery). However lik e  the Katz-Postal-Chomsky nQn, ^Imp", 
uNeg!l e t c . ,  S m ith s 1 An and ^R1 conceal more than they revea l. We are 
l e f t  with no idea how the d is tin c tio n  i s  to  be drawn, nor what the content 
of these dummy symbols can be.
Jacobs and Rosenbaum 1968 replace th is  somewhat runic an alysis of 
Smith 1964 with a purely structural account of the r e s tr ic tiv e /n o n -  
r e s tr ic t iv e  d is tin c tio n . They note a certa in  s im ila r ity  between non- 
r e s tr ic t iv e s  and certa in  conjoined sentences and derive the former from 
the. la t te r , while retain ing the NP-subordination account for r e s tr ic t iv e s :
2* (a) NR Hercules* who i s  not to  be t r i f le d  with, w il l  arrive soon.
(b) R They pointed to  a dog who was looking at him hopefully.
Smith derives these from, respectively:
1. (a1) They pointed to  a (A) dog.
(^ A (A) dog was looking at him hopefully. 
(b1) (They pointed to a (R) dog.
\ a (R) dog was looking at him hopefully.
(b) R The argument which Palmerston presented disconcerted the 
p rotesters.
2. (a ’ ) Hercules w il l  arrive soon, and Hercules i s  not to  be 
t r i f le d  w ith.
Hercules, and Hercules i s  not to be t r i f l e d  with, w il l  
arrive soon.
—*► Hercules, WH 4- Pro 4 Hercules i s  not to  be t r i f le d  with, 
w il l  arrive soon.
(b1) The argument (Palmerston presented the argument) disconcerted  
the p rotesters.
The argument (the argument Palmerston presented) disconcerted  
the p rotesters.
The argument (WH 4- Pro + the argument Palmerston presented) 
disconcerted the p rotesters.
While th is  i s  preferable to  the Smith account because le s s  gnomic, more 
e x p lic it ,  i t  s t i l l  doea not explain the semantic d is tin c tio n .
Broadly speaking, Jacobs and Rosenbaum's account i s  s t i l l  the standard 
treatment o f r e la t iv iz a t io n  in  TG. The few attempts which have been made 
to  capture the semantic d is t in c tio n s  in  question have for the most part 
been both (a) in e x p lic it ,  and (b) inaccurate as to  the precise nature of  
these semantic d is tin c tio n s: in e x p lic it , since the proposed executive  
machinery for handling meaning i s  e ith er  unmanageable (in  the case of  
p rojection  r u le s ) , at le a s t  for re la t iv iz a tio n , or vague and unformalized 
(in  the case of "speaker-hearer assumptions"); inaccurate, since in  most 
treatments i t  i s  assumed that HRs merely add inform ation to  the matrix 
clause, and as for Rs, some accounts at lea st consider that they too  
somehow add information, though in  some way in exp licab ly  d ifferen t from 
NRs. I sh a ll be reviewing th is  work in  chapters I I ,  I II  and VI p artic ­
u larly .
1 .2  Id en tify in g  re la t iv e  constructions
Several candidates o ffer  themselves for preliminary consideration  
as r e la t iv e  constructions:
3- (a) The man who sold you the pork-pie was acquitted o f murder 
la s t  Tuesday;
(b) The man who sold  you the pork-pie i s  a barber;
(c) I t  was a barber who sold you the pork-pie;
4 * (a) The fa c t that I discovered led to B i l l ' s  acq u itta l;
(b) The fa ct that I discovered further evidence led to  B i l l ' s  
acq u itta l;
5. (a) What lay  on the tab le  was the tis su e ;
(b) What we want i s  Watney's;
(c) The one (who) we want i s  Genghis Khan;
(d) Who we want i s  our own a ffa ir ;
6 . (a) The thing that gave you a fr igh t was a monster from the deeps;
(;b) The thing that gave you a fr ig h t oame from 20,000 fathoms;
7. (a) The grouse moors, which o ffer  breathtaking views, are in  a
remote part o f Scotland;
(b) The grouse moors, which o ffer  breathtaking views, are very 
popular with photographers;
8 . (a) Joan poured Sam a large whiskey, which in  the circumstances
was very kind (o f her).
(b) That Joan poured Sam a large whiskey was In the circumstances 
very kind (of h er ).
(c) I t  was in  the circumstances very kind o f Joan to  pour Sam 
a large whiskey.
These sentences f u l f i l  certa in  su p er fic ia l conditions:
( i )  A ll o f them (except the la s t )  contain possib le r e la t iv e  pronouns,
i . e .  wh- words, or th a t .
( i i )  Most of them have th is  formative immediately follow ing a HP which 
might con stitu te  the antecedent of a re la tiv e  c lause.
( i i i )  Those which lack such a p o ten tia l HP antecedent include some 
which have, tr a d it io n a lly  or sporadically, been claimed to  be re la t iv e  
clau ses.
(iv ) The remainder appear to  be c lo se ly  related  (not to  say id e n t ic a l) , 
sem antically and sy n ta c tica lly , with some of the claimed re la tiv e -c la u se  
sentences: i t  might be argued that they are d er ivation a lly  related , 
which might in  turn suggest important im plications fo r  derivational 
p r io r ity .
(3a) i s  a ty p ica l R, as a l l  w il l  agree. (3b), too , appears to  be 
stru ctu ra lly  o f a piece with (3a): I sh a ll argue, however, (Ch. I l l ) ,  
that (3b) represents a d is t in c t  construction, which I hereby dub pseudo- 
re la t iv e  . Pseudo-relative shares some a ttr ib u tes with true re la tiv e  
constructions (most obviously th e ir  surface form) and some with focussed  
constructions such as c le f t  (3c), and pseudo-cleft (5 a ,b ). In other 
words, there i s  some 1 squi shines s" between r e la t iv e  and c le f t  constructions.
(4 ) both contain th a t-clause s. but only (4 a) i s  a true r e la t iv e ,  
since that i s  there a surface descendant of an underlying rep etitio n  of 
fa c t . That in  (4b), however, bears no such rela tion sh ip  to  fa c t , and i s  
merely a subordination-marker. ( i t  may, in c id en ta lly , be the case that 
th at i s  merely a marker o f subordination even in  r e la t iv e  c lau ses. Gompare, 
in  th is  regard: ( i )  the archaic which th a t, e t c . ,  now o b lig a to r ily  e ith er  
which or th a t , or in  object cases, optionally  neither, and ( i i )  the
1 1
ph ilosophical and le g a l usage such th a t , which incorporates the re s tic tiv e -  
ness of an R but not i t s  id en tity  condition, since the ’'antecedent11 must 
be repeated:
9. (a) The bookj whichj John read . . .
(b) The boolq such that John read i t j , . . .
Indeed, i t  i s  tempting to  postulate that the form which may be derived  
h is to r ic a lly  from i t ,  wh^shifted to the front o f i t s  clause and combined 
with such:
10 . w h-it such that which th a t) .
(5a ,b ) , as mentioned, are, pseudo-cleft constructions ( ( 5a) i s  from 
Kuroda 1969a ), such as:
11. (a) What I want to  know i s ,  who are the masters now?
(b) What bothers me i s  th is  morning's news;
(c) What came through the window was a brick.
A ll of these are focussed versions of non-pseudo-cleft Ss:
12. (a) I want to know who are the masters now;
(b) This morning's news bothers me5
(c) A brick came through the window.
The only account availab le to  me o f the derivation o f p seudo-clefts  
(Nakada 1973) argues that they derive from "self-generated" question-and- 
answer p a irs, e .g :
13. (a) What did the lightn ing strike? The house =>•
(b) What the ligh tn in g struck was the house.
(Conversely, Harries (1972) derives wh-questions from p seu d o -c le fts). 
Akmajian (1970) e x p lic it ly  se ts  aside the problem o f pseudo-cleft 
derivation . His ch ie f concern i s  to  derive c le f t s  such as (3c) from 
an underlying (though, he says, not n ecessarily  deep) p seu d o-cleft. I 
regard th is  as e s s e n tia lly  correct, although some of the d e ta ils  o f the 
transformations he suggests are rather doubtful. For example, he regards 
a sentence such as ( 5c) or:
14 . (a) The one who Nixon chose was Agnew,
as pseudo-cleft ( in  fa c t th is  i s  h is opening example and therefore  
presumably intended to be ty p ic a l) . I would argue that (14b) was a 
ty p ica l pseudo-cleft:
14* (b) What Nixon wanted was r e -e lec tio n , 
and that (14a) while fu n ction ally  equivalent to  (14b) in  some ways, i s  
actu a lly  c lo ser  along the squish sy n ta c tica lly  to  a true r e la t iv e ,
Akmajian nevertheless seems to  regard (14a) as both pseudo-cleft and
r e la t iv e , though as X sh a ll show in  Oh. I l l ,  i t  behaves d iffe re n tly  from 
both. Furthermore, in  the course of h is  derivation  from pseudo-cleft to  
c le f t ,  using the underlying structure in  (14c):
Akmajian app lies what he c a l ls  the R ela tiv iza tion  Rule, which converts 
the wh-marked node in to  a r e la tiv e  pronoun. But i f  t h is  ig, r e la t iv iz a tio n  
i t  i s  a very odd and id iosyn cratic  app lication  o f the ru le: notice that 
there i s  seemingly no condition o f co-reference e ith er  stip u lated  or in  
fa c t p ossib le  in  the rule input. Moreover, Akmajian regards sentences 
such as (I4d) us more fundamental than (14a ) :
14 . (d) WK© Nixon chose was Agnew.
(He mentions (p .164) that many speakers find  (14&) and a l l  p seudo-clefts  
beginning with wh- words other than what unacceptable, and suggests that 
for these speakers the rule converting pseudo-cleft to  c le f t  i s  obligatory  
except for those with what. However, the exception i s  hard to  account for  
as he notes, and a lso  th is  leaves the derivation  o f h is  o r ig in a l pseudo­
c le f t  form (e .g . (14a)) rather problem atical). From a l l  t h is ,  i t  would 
seem that Akmajian considers pseudo-clefts to  derive from re la tiv e  
clauses, which, since they are wh-marked. are one o f the two l ik e l ie s t  
candidates for the source, the other being wh-questions ( c . f .  the re fer ­
ences to Nakada (1973) and Harries (1972) above). In Ch. I I ,  however,
I  sh a ll argue that pseudo-clefts r esu lt from ru les triggered by Focus- 
placement, and as such are rela ted  to  questions, which are a lso  triggered  
by Focus-plaeement of a so rt. Both, though, derive e sse n tia lly  from 
simple sentences, in  my view: both Akmajian’s and Nakada’s so lu tions to  
the source o f p seudo-clefts exclude the in tu itio n  that the post-copula  
element (the focus p o in t, in  Akmajian’s terminology) belongs both 
sem antically and sy n ta c tica lly  in  the wh-clause. I f  th is  can be e ffected , 
i t  avoids the need for the t o t a l ly  superfluous and w asteful rule o f  
R eflexive Correction, suggested by Akmajian to account for the apparent





flo u tin g  o f the clausemate condition for r e f le x iv iz a tio n  in:
14 . (e) I t  was myself that I shaved;
(f )  The one I shaved was myself;
(g) I t  i s  me who has to  protect m yself,
since i f  the pronoun underlying the re flex iv e  form sta r ts  o f f  in  the 
same clause as i t s  antecedent, there i s  no problem fo r  re f lex iv iza tio n . 
Thus underlying both (l4 e , f )  i s  (15a):
15. (a) I shaved m yself,
and underlying (34g) i s  something lik e  (15b):
(b) [I protect myself] has to  be.
:':(5d) appears to be very much lik e  the pseudo-clefts I  have ju st 
discussed, though unlike ( lid )  i t  i s  fu lly  acceptable despite i t s  
apparent headlessness. However, as I sh a ll show in  Ch. I l l ,  i t  in  fa c t  
contains an embedded question, and might occur in  response to :
16. (a) Who do you want?
Conversely, i t  has no synonymous sin g le-c lau se  counterpart, equivalent 
to  (12b ,c ) or (15a):
(b) KWe want our own a ffa ir .
(.T&a^ b) are minimal pairs for the tru e-rela tive /p seu d o-re la tive  d is t in c ­
tio n , despite th e ir  semantic and p a rtia l syntactic  s im ila r ity . What 
distin gu ish es them .is  th e ir  rela tionsh ip  to  an equivalent s in g le-c lau se  
sentence:
17. (a) A monster from the deeps gave you a fr ig h t;
(b) 36(Came) from 20,000 fathoms gave you a fr ig h t .
Indeed, on c lo ser  inspection , I  b elieve  i t  w il l  be found that th ing in  
(6b) has more inherent content to  i t  than th ing in  (6a ), (such as might 
be discovered in  an utterance lik e  "Run 3 Here comes the Thing3 ").
(7a,b) are both HRs, quite c lea r ly , but they i l lu s t r a te  a d is tin c t io n  
which I sh a ll be in v estig a tin g , namely a d ifference as to  the degree of 
coherence between the matrix and re la tiv e  c lau ses. (7a) i s  the c la s s ic a l  
NR, which merely "adds information" to i t s  matrix. (7b)> on the other
hand, does more: the HR provides the reason for the predicate o f i t s
matrix, or in  other words i t  performs the same semantic function as a 
subordinate clause introduced by because or since among others. I sh a ll  
examine th is  question in  section  3*252 and Ch. V.
(8a) i s  the other main variety  of HR, v iz . one whose antecedent i s
a Predicate or S, and not merely an HP. Such HRs, however, appear to  be 
c lo se ly  rela ted  to  b ise n te n tia l constructions lik e  (8b ), and i t s  extra­
posed and raised  derivate (8c ), in  that a l l  three f a l l  in to  the same
natural semantic d iv is io n s of ’reported a c tio n ’ + ’comment1. X sh a ll  
have l i t t l e  more to  say about th is  type of NR.
My in v estig a tio n , then, w il l  centre on the true r e la t iv e  clause, 
as exem plified by (3a ), (4&), (6b) and (7a ,b ) . ( ( 8a ), though perhaps
a true r e la t iv e , w il l  not concern me greatly  since my ch ie f in tere st i s  
in  the rela tion sh ip  between antecedent NP and r e la t iv e  c la u se ) . To the 
extent, however, that I sh a ll argue for a certa in  squishiness in  defin ing  
re la tiv e  clause constructions, and given a lso  that my concern i s  b a s ica lly  
semantic rather than configurational, I sh a ll from time to  time be con­
sidering most o f  the other constructions in  (3 ) -  (8) as w e ll.
1*3 Aims, scone and model
My aims in  w riting th is  study are threefold:
( i )  to  demonstrate that in te r p r e tiv is t  models are simply incapable of 
handling the process of r e la t iv iz a tio n , and s p e c if ic a lly .th e  problems 
ra ised  in  specify ing  i t  sem antically,
( i i )  to  demonstrate that a generative semantic approach, on the other 
hand, i s  adequate to  the task, and at the same time putting forward 
an analysis o f and derivation  for r e la t iv e s ,
( i i i )  to  emphasise the importance o f co n tex t-sen sitiv e  discourse grammar, 
both generally  in  Grammatical Theory, and s p e c if ic a l ly  In the 
derivation  of r e la t iv e s .
The semantic theory which I sh a ll be ou tlin ing  i s ,  o f course, extremely 
ten ta tiv e  and tenuous, more so in  some aspects than in  others -  i t  i s ,  
needless to  say, at a rather prim itive and programmatic stage, I f e e l ,  
however, that i t  incorporates -  embryonically, as yet -  fthe best and 
most u sefu l ideas o f the Generative Sem anticists and certa in  others, such 
as Charles Fillm ore. I b elieve  i t  to have the p o ten tia l for capturing 
such e lu siv e  notions as "Semantic Field", "collocation", " lex ica l set", 
"polysemy" and others, and I have also used i t  in  an attempt to explain  
semantic change a{s®e (Werth, 1974a). Since a l l  o f the most important 
constraints on r e la t iv iz a t io n  appear to be semantic in  nature, rather 
than syntactic  as conventionally supposed, r e la t iv e  clauses present an 
id ea l s itu a tio n  for the te s t in g  of a semantic theory. Like a l l  true 
hypotheses, however, my suggestions and speculations are -  indeed must 
be -  open to  question and attempted refu tation , since only in  th is  way 
can any progress be made in  charting the murky waters o f lin g u is t ic  
meaning.
In  the follow ing in v estiga tion , my purpose i s  not to  explore the 
syntactic  processes involved in  r e la t iv iz a tio n  to  any depth, since in  
any case I b elieve  these to  be fa ir ly  su p er fic ia l. What X am in terested  
in  here i s  the semantic or ig in s of the r e s tr ic tiv e /n o n -r e s tr ic t iv e  
d is tin c tio n , and i t s  im plications for lin g u is t ic  theory, (in  Ch. VI, 
therefore, I d iscuss previous work at some length, but from th is  semantic 
rather than syn tactic  view point). The core o f th is  study, however, i s  
a proposal for a semantic theory in  which the d is t in c t io n  in  question can 
be accounted fo r . The model which I  propose i s  Generative Semantic 
owing much to  the work o f George Lakoff, James McCawley, John Ross and 
others (see the references to  these lin g u is ts  below, passim) , with 
additional machinery to account for at le a st  some o f the e f fe c ts  which 
the context has on meaning. In  Ch. IX, therefore, I explore at some 
length the rela tion sh ip  between sentences (p articu larly , of course, 
those containing r e la t iv e  c la u ses), and th eir  context, both verbal and 
s itu a tio n a l. In  the course of th is ,  certa in  assumptions about the so c ia l  
function o f language are brought out, which may s t i l l  be somewhat unorthb- 
dox In a L in gu istics whose mainstream i s  even now re str ic ted  in  many ways 
by the d ic ta tes  o f neo-Bloomfieldianism. Despite th is ,  there i s  a growing 
number of philosophers and lin g u is ts  prepared to  in v estig a te  questions 
concerning the function of language in  so c ia l s itu a tio n s , most of them 
looking to  the pioneer work of Grice (1968) (which I have not myself been 
able to  see) for th e ir  startin g -p o in t.
Many of the semantic q u id d ities of re la tiv e  c lauses can be located  
in  the d e ic t ic  im plications of the antecedent HP's determiner. I sh a ll  
therefore devote a large proportion of C h illi to  the c lo se  study o f th is  
surface form, and w il l  conclude that the d ifferen t senses o f the deter­
miner derive from d ifferen t e ffe c ts  o f the context upon but a sing le
basic sense, the generic.
(in  Ch. II )
I sh a ll a lso  proposq^that the executive apparatus in  discourse i s  
the placement o f Focus, and that many of the conventional transform ational 
ru les (whose domain i s  ord inarily  taken to be no more than the sentence) 
are in  fa c t con text-sen sit iv e , and moreover triggered o ff  by Focus. In  
p articu lar, there may be grounds for supposing that a l l  movement ru les  
are motivated in  th is  way, but I would certa in ly  propose such machinery 
for Passive, Questions, C le fts , T opicalization and D islocation  at le a s t .
As w ell as examining the function of determiners in  re la tiv e  clauses* 
Ch. I l l  .also, looks at the desiderata for the descrip tion  of relatives*  
in  terms of th e ir  re la tio n s with other constructions (b r ie fly  reviewed 
in  the previous section)* and argues for a semantic source id en tica l to  
that postulated for many (perhaps a l l )  le x ic a l item s.
Ch. IV ou tlin es  the Generative Semantic (GS) model* and examines 
i t s  assumptions and i t s  relation sh ip  with the Standard Theory (ST) of 
Chomsky (or s p e c if ic a lly , the Aisnects-model of 1965). The main 
innovations in  the present work are the incorporation o f ( i)  Fillmorean- 
type roles* and ( i i )  a contextual coherence ru le . In the VSQ structures 
normally used by G S-ists (and indeed in  the SVO structures of ST)* the 
d ifferen t arguments* or NPs, attached to a Predicate are l e f t  undiffer­
entiated  as to  th e ir  function. Thus structures lik e :
IS. (a)
red Aj?g A^g Arg
[VE man child  woma:
are C0HVENTIONALLI interpreted as man* Subject; child* Direct Object; 
woman* Ind irect Object. (I am not, for  the moment* considering the 
p o s s ib il ity  that the Indirect Object might be an embedded S with the 
predicate TO. I would argue that th is  adds unnecessary structure and 
processes to  the d er iv a tio n ). However, that conventional in terp retation  
(18b) excludes others which arguably have the same underlying structure 
(18c, d ) :
18. (b) (The) man gave (a) ch ild  (to the) woman;
(c) (The) man gave (a) ch ild  (to unspecified) (for the) woman;
(d) (The) man gave (a) ch ild  (to unspecified) (as a) woman,
while other Preds with the same structure as (18a) w il l  actu a lly  order 




Furthermore* if*  as P osta l seems to  b elieve (e .g . 1974: 20 fn . ,  51 fn .,  
385), at le a s t  some transformations require grammatical relation sh ip s to
be stated  in  th e ir  governing conditions, then such rela tion sh ip s must 
be derivable in  underlying structure. I sh a ll argue that grammatical 
rela tion sh ip s cannot a l l  be stated in  configurational, terms, as suggested 
in  Chomsky (1965:71), and that they are, in  any case, semantic in  nature. 
The incorporation of ro les  in to  semantic (or deep) structure would seem 
to  provide the correct amount o f sp ec if ica tio n  required there, and a lso  
allow any semantic rela tion sh ip  conditioning a transformation to be 
e x p lic it ly  stip u la ted .
My second innovation, aimed at accounting for in ter sen ten tia l  
re la tio n s , i s  a global coherence constraint (suggested by van Dijk 1972), 
which d if fe r s  from those discussed in  G. Lakoff 1971 in  th is  way's. Lakoff 
makes a d is t in c t io n  between lo c a l and global constra in ts; the former 
apply to  contiguous trees  in  a sin g le  derivation, the la t te r  to  non­
contiguous tr e e s . Van Dijk*s global coherence constraint ap p lies to  
(obviously, non-contiguous) trees  between d ifferen t derivations w ithin  
a sing le  d iscourse. In  fa c t , a discourse may be defined as a ser ie s  
of derivations in  sequence for which the global coherence constraint 
holds, i . e .  in  which successive (not necessarily  contiguous) sentences 
are p a r tia lly  sim ilar. Thus a global derivational constraint i s  a w e ll-  
formedness condition, or f i l t e r ,  on a single sentence-derivation, whereas 
the global coherence constraint guarantees connectiv ity  between successive  
sen tence-d erivations. In the present study, i t  functions primarily as a 
device for handling the d e ic t ic  im plications o f r e la t iv e  c lau ses.
G. Lakoff, a c tu a lly , has independently id e n tif ie d  constraints of th is  
extended kind, which he c a lls  transderivational constraints (1973), 
c . f .  section  5-2  below, for discussion .
Also in  Ch. IV, which con stitu tes the formal core of the present 
work, I give configurational ru les and outline a theory o f le x ic a liz a t io n  
(owing much to  the work o f James D. McCawley). Ch. V shows how r e s tr ic t ­
ive  r e la t iv e s , derived p o s t- le x ic a lly , are rela ted  to  le x ic a l items, 
derived p r e -le x ie a lly  (I cannot over-emphasize at th is  point, further­
more, the value and influence on my thinking of th at most seminal a r t ic le ,  
Bach 1968) ,  and then derives n on -restr ic tives (which do not have sim ilar  
rela tion sh ip s with le x ic a l item s), and accounts for the semantic d is t in c ­
t io n  between K and £]R. Gh. VI i s  a c r i t ic a l  review of previous work on 
r e la t iv iz a t io n  in  TG, with particular reference to i t s  semantic represent­
ation . I a lso  append a sec tio n  b r ie fly  reviewing previous work in  the 
analysis or sp e c if ica tio n  of discourse.
CHAPTER I I
DISCOURSE FUNCTIONS
CHAPTER I I :  DISCOURSE FUNCTIONS
2 *1 C ontext-of-utterance





The notion o f context in  l in g u is t ic s  i s  one that i s  invoked more often  
than i t  i s  d iscussed. Within lin g u is t ic s , i t  i s  probably fa ir  to  say 
that more attempts to  capture the idea have been made in  B rita in  and 
Europe than in  America (though in  American anthropology and sociology  
a considerable amount of ''programmatic11 d iscussion  has taken place; 
the comparative neglect in  American lin g u is t ic s  i s  presumably another 
heritage of B loom field). Most o f the attempts to provide a d escrip tive  
framework (rarely more) for s itu a tio n  have concerned the immediate 
s itu a tio n  (or "setting"); in  l in g u is t ic s , at le a s t ,  (and th is  i s  true  
o f both Europe and America, as far  as I am aware), very l i t t l e  work on 
the cu ltu ra l assumptions underlying a language and so c ie ty  has ever been 
attempted. I do not undertake to repair these d isp a r it ie s  here. The 
follow ing merely reviews and, occasionally , suggests, d irections o f study.
2.11 Immediate s itu a tio n
In  B rita in , J. R. F ir th 's  outline for studying the "Context of 
Situation" (F irth  1950), namely:
2. A. The relevant features o f partic ipants: persons, p erso n a litie s ,
( i )  The verbal action  of the partic ip an ts.
( i i )  The non-verbal action  of the p artic ip an ts.
B. The relevant ob jects.
0. The d ffect o f the verbal action .
(Firth 1950: see 1957:182) 
arose out of a need f i r s t  formulated in  anthropology to be able to  des­
cribe the s itu a tio n  surrounding language, and i t s  formulator, Bronislaw  
Malinowski, saw th is  in  terms o f cu ltu ral assumptions (1930:301 s q q .).
F irth 's  schema, though, apparently excludes cu ltu ra l information (or 
rather, does not e x p lic it ly  include i t ) .  Elsewhere, however, (e .g . 1935,* 
see 1957:32) he v isu a lize s  Context o f S ituation  as embedded in  the
2 0
“Context o f Culture1’. In  terms of Fig. ( l ) ,  however, (2) c lea r ly  does 
include information from both'the l in g u is t ic  context (A (i) and C: but 
why not the events leading up to  the verbal action?) and the immediate 
s itu a tio n a l context (A -  but only i f  th is  i s  meant as a separate category 
from A ( i ) , ( i i ) ;  i f  A ( i ) , ( i i )  are meant to be exhaustive subcategories o f 
A, however, then the only s itu a tio n a l information i t  contains concerns 
a ctio n s. C does give s itu a tio n a l information, however). These questions 
aside, though: the most t e l l in g  problem in  the schema i s  deciding, in  a 
princip led wav, what i s  "relevant".
F ir th 's  Context o f S ituation  was transmuted and incorporated by 
Halliday and h is a sso c ia tes  in to  a theory o f language functions (or 
rather, several related  th e o r ie s ) . Perhaps the most developed of these  
in  p ra ctica l terms i s  the most recent: S in c la ir  and Coulthard 1975> in  
which discourse i s  a lin g u is t ic  le v e l  ly ing  between Grammar and Non- 
l in g u is t ic  Organization. The exponents of discourse (and sp e c if ic a lly , 
classroom discourse) are: le sso n , transaction, exchange. move, act, in  
descending order. These ranks are each linked to  the next below through 
c la sses  o f the lower rank rea liz in g  structures o f the higher rank. The 
three major acts- (the lowest rank of discourse) are e l ic i ta t io n , d irective  
and inform ative and they overlap to a considerable degree with the 
grammatical categories (rea liz in g  the rank o f clause!  in terrogative, 
im perative. and d ec la ra tiv e . That the f i t  i s  not complete, however, can 
be seen by the common occurrence o f, for example, In terrogatives having 
a d irectiv e  function. S in c la ir  and Coulthard therefore suggest two 
“intermediate areas where d is tin c t iv e  choices can be postulated", (p .28): 
s itu a tio n  and t a c t ic s . T actics i s  more or le s s  equivalent to  part of 
what I have in  ( l)  ca lled  the l in g u is t ic  context, that part which deals 
with the “syntagmatic patterns o f discourse”. (I would conceive o f the 
l in g u is t ic  context as accounting for paradigmatic p o s s ib i l i t ie s ,  however, 
as w ell as syntagmatic occurrences). S itu ation  i s  said to  include “a l l  
relevant factors in  the environment, so c ia l conventions and the shared 
experience of the participants" (ib id . ) .  The resemblance to  F ir th ’s
1 I fin d  th is  notion of “intermediate area*'somewhat hard to  grasp: 
since th is  appears in  the context o f a lack of f i t  between grammar 
and discourse, I take i t  th is  i s  where s itu a tio n  and ta c t ic s  have 
th eir  domain. I can understand the la tte r  as being o f concern to  
both grammar and discourse, and therefore in  some sense intermediate 
between them; but th is  seems to  apply to  s itu a tio n  not at a l l ,  since  
i f  anything i t  surely ought to  be subsumed under "N on-linguistic  
Organisation".
Context o f S itu ation  in  (2) above i s  obvious: I doubt not that S in c la ir  
and Goulthard would acknowledge as much. The d if f ic u lty , however, as 
they fr e e ly  admit, i s  again to  determine what i s  "relevant". Now, 
c lea r ly , relevance depends upon your theory, e x p lic it  or im p lic it . So 
far, we lack a theory o f situ a tion : lin g u is t ic s  in  th is  respect i s  today 
in  a rather sim ilar p osition  to  lin g u is t ic s  twenty years ago in  respect 
of syntax. There are plenty o f programmes (e .g . Slama-Cazacu 1961;
Bymes 1964, 1971; Goffman 1964t E l l is  1966; Cazden 1970), and even some 
taxonomic frameworks, some more comprehensive than others (e .g . S in c la ir  
and Coulthard 1975$ Halliday 1972). But perhaps th is  h is to r ic a l s im ila r ity  
can be o f help. Pre-Chomskyan syntactic  studies were orientated towards 
the description  of the data: sentences, utterances, phonetic sequences, 
or whatever. Chomsky's invaluable innovation was to  show that the cen tral 
m ysteries o f language were i t s  acqu isition  and c re a tiv ity , and that these  
could not be explained without a general theory of ( a l l  human) language, 
allowing the formulation of language-specific grammars (aimed at accounting 
for a l l  and only the grammatical sentences o f each language), having 
formal un iversals (types o f ru le , permitted types of configuration e tc .)  
and substantive universals (categories, and la te r , featu res, and s t i l l  
la te r , constraints or f i l t e r s ) .  S ituation  study i s  in  the pre-revelation  
stage now: attempts are being made to describe the data (p articipants, 
so c ia l conventions, se ttin g s  e t c . ) ,  with varying success, but a l l  o f th is  
i s  in  vacuo. I f  the analogy with syn tactic  study may be pursued, we now 
need a general theory of (human in teraction  with) s itu a tio n s , allowing  
the formulation o f cu ltu re -sp ec ific  situation-"grammars" (perhaps aimed 
at accounting for a l l  and only the possib le s itu a tio n s in  the cu ltu re).
I f ,  in  view of the complexity, the in fin itu d e and the ill-determ inedness 
o f the notion o f "possible situation" , i t  might be objected that th is  
goal i s  im possible in  p rin cip le , I would only point out that the widely- 
accepted goal o f modern transform ational syntax "to account for a l l  and 
only the grammatical sentences o f the language" i s  based on the no le s s  
complex, in f in it e  and ill-determ ined notion "grammatical sentence".
Just as we can analyse sentences into basic configurations plus f i l t e r in g  
ru les, the former matching the meaning of the sentence, the la t te r  regu­
la tin g  i t s  form, so,i I surmise, we ought to be able to  analyse s itu a tio n s  
in to  basic configurations of elements plus, perhaps, ru les re la tin g  these 
to  actual s itu a tio n s . But s itu a tio n a l study i s  at an Immediate disadvan­
tage: the basic elements o f syntax, whichever competing theory you use,
have been used and studied for centuries? so that they at le a st  provide a 
starting-p oin t for se ttin g  up configurations. S itu ation  has no such ca t­
egories or elements ready-made -  i t  must be the f i r s t  urgent task o f i t s  
study to is o la te  them. My own hypothesis would be that the way in  which 
human beings structure s itu a tio n s i s  sem iotica lly  equivalent to  the way 
they structure language (not because of any requirement o f the primacy 
of language, but because th is  way of dealing with externals i s  a funda­
mental ch a racter istic  of the human mind). S e ile r  (1970) points out that 
any sem iotic system includes these three basic notions:
3. ( i )  Categories (or: u n its , elements, con stitu en ts);
( i i )  R elations;
( i i i )  Properties (or: fea tu res).
Taking the above hypothesis one step further, then, we might apply (3) 
to  s itu a tio n s , with the follow ing resu lt:
4 . ( i )  ’'Objects11, m aterial or abstract, d iscrete  or complex,
and including an "Ego";
( i i )  R elations: see below;
( i i i )  "Predicates"; whatever i s  attributed to the ob jects.
The "relations" might include rela tion sh ip s between objects and space 
(lo ea tio n -d irectio n ), between objects and time (point-frequency-duration), 
between objects and modes of existence (q u an tifica tion ), and between 
objects: power (sta tu s, importance, property), resemblance, order (pattern, 
c la s s ) , including those between "ego" and the other objects: perceptive, 
a ffe c t iv e , moral and so c ia l r e la tio n s . The "predicates" might include 
subdivisions o f form (s iz e , shape, structure e t c . ) ,  presence or absence
of m obility  (motion, growth, change) and causation; there might, further, 
be re la tio n s between objects and predicates: v o lit io n  and manner come to  
mind. A ll o f the foregoing i s  undoubtedly over-sim ple, and i t  i s  not 
r ea lly  a proper part o f the present work to develop a fu ll-b low n theory 
of situ ation .- But th eories o f discourse c lea r ly  need a firm basis in  
such a theory, as do th eories concerning language variety  (reg ister ,
"socio leet"  e t c . ) .
2.12 L inguistic context
So far , I have mainly, discussed immediate s itu a tio n . Firth, at le a s t ,  
as I have mentioned, provides a place in  h is scheme for  lin g u is t ic  con­
tex tu a l information. But apparently the only suggestion made by him in
print for  incorporating information of th is  sort concerned co lloca tion . 
which he defined ('1956; see Palmer 1968: 106) as "the company [words] 
usually keep". (He a lso  d istinguished co lloca tion  from "contextual 
meaning", "which i s  the functional r e la tio n  of the sentence to the 
processes of a context o f s itu a tion  in  the context o f culture" (1951; 
see 1957: 195) , though i t  i s  d if f ic u lt  to  see how co llo ca tio n  i s  not 
con textu a l). The study of lin g u is t ic  context in  i t s  en tire ty , however, 
i s  obviously the task of discourse grammar (or "text grammar"), a f ie ld  
of study which has emerged only comparatively recently , and which I 
review in  some d e ta il  in  sec tio n  6 .2  below. As we have already seen, 
the scholarly heirs of F irth , the Hallidayans, have made th is  lo g ic a l  
extension to  F ir th 's  ideas. S in cla ir  and Coulthard*s 1975 book i s  
Towards an Analysis of Discourse (note: "analysis", rather than "grammar"), 
and th is  i s  attempted by the erection  of a taxonomic framework of categories  
and exponents, which i s  applied to the data. See sec tio n  6 .2  for further 
comments.
2.13 Cultural context
Cultural context has been widely studied by anthropologists, ethno­
lo g is t s  and so c io lo g is ts , and a certa in  amount of form alization has been 
achieved (e .g . in  the work o f C. v i-S tra u ss). In l in g u is t ic s ,  i t  has
been but sporadically  discussed. In terestin g  work has, however, been
done in  recent years on small aspects of th is  mammoth task  by the Lakoffs 
and th e ir  a ssoc ia tes  (e .g . G. Lakoff 1969, Gordon and Lakoff 1971,
R. Lakoff 1971a), taking up work on conversational lo g ic  by the philosopher
H. P. Grice (e .g . 1968). An early , informal statement of the notion  
appears in  George Lakoff*s 1969 a r tic le  during duscussion of the follow ing  
sentences:
5. (a) John to ld  Mary she was ugly, and then shd in su lted  him.
(6 ) John to ld  Mary she was b eau tifu l, and then she in su lted  him.
(where the accent in d icates contrastive s tr e s s , and the micron reduced 
s tr e s s ) . Lakoff points out that (a) and (b) are well-formed r e la t iv e  to  
the follow ing presuppositions:
6 . (a) That John to ld  Mary that she was ugly e n ta ils  that John
in su lted  Mary;
(b) That John to ld  Mary that she was b eau tifu l en ta ils  that 
John in su lted  Mary, 
and that any English speaker's l in g u is t ic  competence w il l  pair sentences
(5a), (5b) with the presuppositions (6a) and (6b) resp ec tiv e ly . "However", 
Lakoff goes on to  say, "most English speakers come from a cu ltu ra l back­
ground that makes the follow ing assumptions:
7. (a) T elling  a woman that she i s  ugly co n stitu tes  an in su lt
(under normal con d ition s);
(b) T ellin g  a woman that she i s  b eau tifu l does not con stitu te  
an in su lt  (under normal conditions)" .
(1969: 1971 version, pp.336-7) 
Lakoff then goes on to  d istin gu ish  between ill-form edness, which i s  
defined for matched sentences and presuppositions, and deviance, con­
cerning "the use o f a sentence in  a given context" ( ib id .) .
In  Gordon and Lakoff 1971, th is  d is tin c tio n  i s  to  some extent 
form alised in  lo g ic a l structures, although as the authors admit, many 
of the elements th erein  are unclear and "fudged". This, they concede, 
i s  in ev itab le  in  a f i r s t  statement of an innovating p r in c ip le . However, 
what i s  important i s  that such a statement should have predictive value 
and be refu tab le, therefore improvable.
B r ie fly , Gordon and Lakoff set up contextual conditions (which sta te  
so c ia l assumptions about speech acts , and derive sp ir itu a lly  from G rice's 
Cooperative P r in cip le), sp e c if ic a lly , those dealing with the, resp ective ly , 
sincere and reasonable use o f speech a c ts . An example o f the former 
analyses the s in c er ity  conditions governing requests (2 sqq .):
8 . " if  a s in cerely  requests of b that b do R, then a wants b to  
do R, a assumes that b can do R, a assumes that b would be 
w illin g  to  do R, and a assumes that b w il l  not do R in  the 
absence of the request."
They then observe that the speaker can convey a request in  one o f two 
broad ways: taking the conjuncts in  the then-clause of (8 ) , the speaker 
can e ith er  assert what i s  predicated of a (v iz . w a n t..., assume. . . ) .  or 
e lse  question what i s  predicated o f b (v iz . FUTURE 4 verb, can 4 verb, 
would be w illin g  to  4 verb, w il l  not 4 verb). This co n stitu tes  a set  
of conversational postu lates derived from the contextual conditions 
governing the s in c er ity  of requests.
Hhat Gordon and Lakoff are characterizing here are some of the 
cu ltu ra l assumptions at le a s t  o f English, though one would imagine those 
I  have c ite d  to  be very general. In particu lar, we are here encountering 
so c ia l conventions, as opposed to  lin g u is t ic  ru les , governing the use of
language in  a so c ia l context. I f  th is  were a l l  that the conventions did, 
then lin g u is t ic s  could continue to draw the now -traditional d is t in c t io n  
between competence and performance, with a l l  information concerning lang­
uage in  use part of the la t t e r .  However, there i s  a cru cia l area o f  
overlap: meaning. I f  one o f the tasks of a semantic theory i s  to  correctly  
characterise and account for m eaning-relations, such as ambiguity, synonymy 
e tc . (e .g . Katz 1972: 4 sq q .), then i t  seems d i f f ic u l t  or impossible to  
distin gu ish  between cases o f those involving competence ru les ex c lu siv e ly  
and those involving both competence and performance ru le s . Thus the 
sentences:
9. (a) Are you going to  l e t  the Syndicate protect you?
(b) You’re going to  l e t  the Syndicate protect you. 
may or need not be synonymous, and each of them i s  ambiguous, several 
ways. C learly, though, i f  these fa c ts  had to be described using an 
in te r p r e tiv is t  model (see Ch. VI), a completely ad hoc se t o f deep 
structures would have to be concocted, in  order to  account for a l l  the 
d is tin c tio n s , using competence rules ex clu siv ely . But i f  the model i s  
expanded to  allow for performance information, as Gordon and Lakoff have 
done, then the m eaning-relations o f (9 ) can be sa tis fy in g ly  described in  
a non-ad hoc manner.
2*14 C riticism s: competence and performance
Katz and Bever 1974 c r i t ic iz e  Gordon and Lakoff 1971, Lakoff 1968c 
and other papers by Lakoff, c h ie fly  on the grounds that they r e la t iv iz e  
the notion o f well-formedness and extend the notion o f competence to
include 11 a host o f non-grammatical fa c ts  about the way th ings are in  the
world such as what speakers, hearers, people spoken about, e tc . believe"
(p .22). Katz and Bever are undoubtedly correct in  th e ir  assertion:
Lakoff does extend and muddy the "classical"  notion o f competence with
data from language use. But I would maintain that the notion of
"competence" i s  a notoriously muddy one, anyway: i t  i s  in stru ctive  that 
in  order to define th is  concept, Katz and Bever have to f a l l  back on 
the equally unclear p reth eoretica l c r iter io n  o f "antecedently construed 
as grammatical . . .  as the resu lt of both our in tu itio n s  and the work o f  
descrip tive grammarians of the past" (p .51). This does not seem to  
exclude Lakoff’s work.
When Chomsky f i r s t  drew the d is tin c tio n  between competence and 
performance, i t  i s  p er fectly  clear that by the la t te r  he meant to  include 
the "pathology" o f language in  use: mistakes, fa lse  s ta r ts , h esita tio n s, 
memory lim ita tio n s, lapses o f a tten tion , concentration and so on. The 
d is tin c t io n  was a necessary corrective to the declared id ea ls  of corpus- 
based th eories o f language description , (which in  practice actu a lly  made 
the same exclusions, though co v er tly ). The cru cia l d is t in c t io n  between 
grammaticality and accep ta b ility , using the example o f m ultiply s e l f ­
embedded constructions, made i t  c lear that the process of self-embedding, 
a process o f competence grammar, was p erfectly  grammatical. The fa c t that 
accep ta b ility  declines sharply a fter  two or three applications o f the rule 
i s  rela ted  to  a short-term memory lim ita tio n  in  human performance. C .f. 
also  Katz and Bever: " lin g u istic  competence i s  d istinguished  from perform­
ance prim arily in  a negative way by the fa c t that the la t te r  involves 
matters not relevant in  the explanations of such in tu it io n s  [ i* e * about 
aspects o f sentence structure], e .g . lim ita tion s stemming from the nature 
of the organism’s psychological mechanisms, which r e s tr ic t  immediate 
memory, computation time, and information access" (p .23). I f  such 
lim ita tio n s did not e x is t ,  i f  human beings never made mistakes, were 
always u n fa ilin g ly  flu en t, and so on, the notion o f performance, as 
o r ig in a lly  conceived, would have no p ractica l value: "competence i s  
reflec ted  by id ea l performance" (Chomsky 1965: 4)* ^kus we might match 
Katz and Bever's charge that Lakoff has ( i l l i c i t l y  in  th e ir  view) extended 
the scope of competence, by charging the Katz-Chomsky ax is with a p a ra lle l  
extension of the scope of performance, to  indlude the non-patholbgical 
fa c ts  of language in  use. Thus, Katz and Bever again: "the competence 
p rin cip les that determine the grammatical and anything e ls e  that combines 
with them to  produce performance" (p .19, i t a l i c s  mine).
Competence i s  an abstract, formal object which ex p lica tes the  
in tern a lized  language-rules of a speaker. I t s  rela tion sh ip  to those 
ru les cannot be claimed to be more than analogical. Since i t  i s  an 
abstract, formal object, the c r ite r ia  for defin ing, describing and 
assessin g  i t  must themselves be abstract and formal. I t  i s  noteworthy 
that as soon as any attempt i s  made to  make the notion more pragmatic, 
e .g . by re la tin g  i t  to  "psychological rea lity " , i t  becomes quite clear  
that competence i s  en tir e ly  d ifferen t in  nature from a "real-world" 
system, since i t  i s  a herm etically-sealed device. This i s  why the
notion of in tu it io n  providing the data for constructing a grammar of 
competence has never been sa tisfa cto ry  ( c . f .  the quotation from Katz 
and Bever p .51 above). Katz and Bever correctly  observe ( p . l6) that 
we cannot decide questions o f grammaticality using a formal grammar, 
unless we have independent means o f assessing and constraining grammars, 
and they note that "semantic explications" have th is  function . But once 
you allow  semantic data in to  your competence grammar, you are opening 
the floodgates o f language meaning, b e lie f  systems, context and so on 
(as Chomsky him self has always been aware). This immediately r e la t iv iz e s  
the notion o f competence, by forging v ita l  connections between i t  and 
semantic primes, since these la t te r  can have no content unless they  
correspond with rea l a ttr ib u tes and properties (c f . Searle 1972: 22): 
competence i s  s t i l l  a formal object, but no longer an ex c lu siv e ly  abstract 
one. Notice that competence as expounded by Chomsky i s  neutral between 
speaker and hearer. I f ,  however, we were to  look at "hearer competence",
i . e .  what i s  constitu ted  in  understanding sentences, even i f  we were to  
ignore the e f fe c t s  o f language-use (context e t c . ) ,  the process would be 
one °£ in terpretation , i . e .  hypothetico-inductive. "Speaker-competence", 
on the other hand, i s  c lea r ly  compositional rather than interpretive  
(not in  the sense o f actual sentence production, but in  the sense o f  
ru les re la tin g  deep structures to  surface stru ctu res). Generative 
Semantics has abandoned the tra d itio n a l Chomskyan d e fin it io n  o f competence, 
therefore, in  favour o f a speaker-oriented one, in  which b elief-system s  
such as those of (5 ), (6 ) and (7) are in  some sense "selected  for  
expression" by the speaker. Notice that surface-structure in terp reta tion  
ru les, as used in  the "Extended Standard Theory" (EST), appear to be, 
at le a st  to  a degree, hearer-oriented.
A competence model, making bl&ck-and-white d is tin c tio n s  of gramma­
t ic a l i t y ,  has undoubtedly been an e sse n tia l id ea liz in g  stage in  l in g u is t ic s ,  
just as an id ea lized  model of the atom or the gene i s  e s se n t ia l in  physics 
or gen etics. A model i s  a metaphor for the rela tion sh ip s which e x is t  in  
the universe between elements of d ifferen t types, and a lso  elements of 
the same type. But there are important in sig h ts  for the lin g u is t , just 
as there are fo r  the p h y sic is t or g e n e tic is t , from studying the in te r ­
actions and, one might say, d isto rtio n s of the model in  rea l s itu a tio n s .
This co n stitu tes  my ju s t if ic a t io n  for the in c lu sio n  o f context in  
l in g u is t ic  theory. The in sig h ts  i t  provides include the explanation of
d e ic t ic  processes hnd the motivation for focussing operations o f a l l  
kinds, from sen ten ce-stress to movement transform ations.
To, sura up, then, the d is tin ctio n s  between the various senses o f
(9 ) are almost a l l  so c ia l in  cause, which i s  to  say that they f u l f i l  
d ifferen t s o c io l in g u is t ic /  speech-act/ conversational fu nctions. We 
c lea r ly  cannot define a speech-act such as questioning by formal c r ite r ia  
alone; instead , I would suggest that a l l  such d e fin itio n s  must be couched 
in  terms o f a ta c it  contract between the participants in  the speech-act. 
When asking a question ( i . e .  genuinely requesting inform ation), the 
questioner, by s ig n a llin g  in  a certa in  way, both verb ally  and para- 
l in g u is t ic  a lly , should be considered to  have agreed to embark on a 
certa in  sort o f a c t iv ity , whereby, for example, the questioner would be 
expected to  allow  h is l is te n e r  the opportunity to  answer. The "agree­
ment" can be broken in  both d irection s: on the speaker's side by not 
allowing h is  l is te n e r  to  rep ly , or by answering h im self, i . e .  by turning 
what has been assumed to be a genuine question in to  a rh etorica l one, 
and thereby a lter in g  the nature of the conversational contract (e .g . 
from a conversation in to  a harangue, speech, or lectu re , for  instan ce); 
and on the l i s t e n e r ’s side by remaining s ile n t  (refusing to  take part 
at a l l ) ,  answering inappropriately, or whatever. Gordon and Lakoff’s 
work, therefore, i s  an important exercise in  the form alization of these  
ideas, which belong in  the theory o f language. The data concerned were 
e a r lie r  simply not included either under c la s s ic a l competence or c la s s ­
ic a l  performance: Lakoff wishes to Include them in  the former, Katz and 
Bever in  the la t t e r .  I would argue that i t  r ea lly  does not matter, since  
the o r ig in a l dichotomy was simply an operational d ec ision  to exclude 
irrelevant data. L ingu istics has now reached the stage where perturb­
ations- in  the o r ig in a l, context-independent model are becoming too v io len t  
to  ignore, so that a theory of contextual influence must now be constructed  
to  explain  them: whether such a theory i s  regarded as a performance 
function does not r ea lly  matter, so long as i t  i s  not thereby shrugged 
o ff  as "empiricist" (Katz and Bever) or "pragmatic", and in  some way 
outside o f pure l in g u is t ic  theory. (In any case, th eories of natural 
language can never be "pure" in  the mathematical sense, since they must 
always have some em pirical application , and a lso , as I have shown above, 
some connection with r e a lia ) .
92 * 15 Grammaticality: con textualizab ilit.y
The notion o f grammaticality, as we have seen in  the previous 
section , i s  in tim ately  bound up with that of competence. However, 
in te r p r e t iv is ts  l ik e  Katz seem to  use the two notions in  c ircu la rly  
arguing for each other: thus, competence ru les derive from an absolute  
d is t in c t io n  between grammatical (well-formed) str in gs and non-grammatical 
(ill-form ed) strings* while at the same time, judgements of grammaticality 
must derive from competence rules* As we have seen, judgements of  
grammaticality depending upon performance fa c ts  are stigm atized as 
”em p ir ic ist”.
However, as I sh a ll show in  Ch. VI, the very machinery o f Katzian 
in terp reta tion  depends to  some extent upon b elief-system s e tc . R. Lakoff's 
(1971b) paper on conjunction shows that the choice of and, but e tc .  
depends on knowledge o f pragmatic presuppositions and deduced assumptions. 
Sentences whose presuppositions match may be conjoined with and, roughly 
speaking, and those with contrastive presuppositions with but. I t  may 
be thought th at th is  begs the question. After a l l ,  why shouldn’t  any 
conjunction o f two clauses be regarded as fu lly  grammatical, and even 
indeed fu l ly  well-formed sem antically, any oddity then being viewed as 
a pragmatic problem? In any case, i t  i s  probably p ossib le  to devise a 
situ a tio n  which w i l l  in terpret any conjunction of c lau ses. I f  you try  
to  account for such pragmatic od d itie s , as the generative sem antieists  
attempt to  do, by making grammaticality re la tiv e  to  b elie f-system s, e t c . ,  
you are r e a lly  stretching the notion of grammaticality too far , i t  may 
be argued, (and i s ,  e .g . in  Katz and Bever, op. c i t . ) .  But on what 
grounds can ’’semantic” be delim ited in  th is  a p r io r is tic  way? By what 
c r ite r ia  are we to judge ”semantic well-formedness”? Clearly, these  
th ings are defined: in  one’s semantic theory, rather than a p r io r i, so 
that some of the above objections rea lly  b o il down to the problem of 
evaluating d ifferen t th eo r ies , which i s  of quite a d ifferen t order. 
Furthermore, what we regard as ’’grammatical” depends en tire ly  upon how 
much our grammar i s  defined as embracing: and i t  i s  not unusual to define 
i t  as including semantics. In p ractica l terms, though, grammaticality 
i s  a notoriously il l-d e f in e d  notion: i t  straddles the basic c o n flic t  
between the goal of sp ecify ing a universal l in g u is t ic  theory (and even 
to  some extent a universal grammar), and, in  the face of th is ,  the fa c t  
of l in g u is t ic  variation  (down to id io le c t  and beyond). The la t te r  forces
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us to  compromise the former to  the extent that we have to  use ’•grammatical1’ 
to  mean ”in  respect of Language X”! th is  i s  already to  r e la t iv iz e  the 
notion. The GSists (and George Lakoff in  p articu lar), would merely claim  
that "grammatical for Language X" r ea lly  includes "grammatical for Culture 
X", which,,if seen in  perspective, i s  not a revolutionary broadening o f  the 
idea. Not even Lakoff, I think, would go so far  as to  attempt to account 
for the b e lief-system s of in d iv id u a ls . I would therefore suggest that the  
term "grammatical" as i t  has always been used in  TG i s  nothing other than 
a mealy-mouthed equivalent for "easily  contextual!zable", while conversely, 
I suggest that "ungrammatical" as used in  modern lin g u is t ic s  cannot mean 
anything other than "uncontextualizable", or to be more precise "having a 
low probab ility  of contextualization". B azell 19&4-, however, d istin gu ish es  
between a grammatical constraint, and a semantic r es tra in t, the former 
analogous to the ru les of a game, the la tte r  to the d ic ta tes  of sen sib le  
play. He argues that the former should not intrude upon the la tte r :  
grammatical d is tin c tio n s  do not n ecessarily  have a "semantic tie-up" , 
though they sometimes do. B azell argues that the r e s tr ic t io n s  on, e .g .  
the verb sca tter  are semantic and not syntactic (Chomsky 1965 takes the 
opposite view) j B azell*s view of the scope of syntax i s  therefore narrower 
than Chomsky's: h is  view o f the scope o f semantics i s  therefore, perhaps, 
correspondingly broader.
To give an instance o f th is  notion of co n tex tu a liza b ility , i t  i s  a 
commonplace o f the newly-emerging f ie ld  of discourse grammar that the 
r e s tr ic tio n s  on co n jo in ab ility  (c f . Gleitman 1965) are semantic in  nature: 
i t  i s  not the case that any two sentences may be conjoined:
10. ;r Edward Heath i s  a Maoist and T r i l l  makes your budgie bounce 
with health,
but th is  i s  a natural consequence o f the fa c t that the same pair o f  
sentences cannot form a coherent discourse:
11. Edward Heath i s  a Maoist. T r i l l  makes your budgie bounce
with health , 
sS  3ED(where and mean "ungrammatical as a sentence", and "as a discourse", 
r e sp e c tiv e ly ) . We should be asking therefore, why the disconnected  
sentences (10) and ( l l )  are incoherent. The informal answer i s  that 
there i s  no rapprochement between th eir  subject matter, they do not occur 
within the same "universe of discourse", "semantic fie ld "  e tc . Thus, one 
could say that (lo ) and ( l l )  are "ungrammatical" with a fa ir ly  clear
conscience, unless one were of the opinion I have expressed above, that 
the conjunction of any two clauses i s  grammatical, any oddity being 
’'pragmatic'1. To be sure, i f  absolutely  pressed, one can in  fact think  
of a context for  both (10) and ( l l ) :
12. "Give me any t\^o slogans",
(which i s  in  fa c t an in v ita tio n  to provide a d is jo in t  l i s t ) ,  or even, in  
a "flyting" vein:
13. "Edward Heath i s  an a ilin g  F ascist budgerigar who i s  incapable 
of anything e lse  but eating h is T r i l l  while Rome burns"
(in  which context, ( lO ): ( l l )  are contradictory and corrective in  purpose). 
However, the ludicrous and desperately metaphorical nature o f th is  p a r ti­
cular context (13) i s  a fa ir ly  c lear sign  that the co n tex tu a liza b ility  of
(10) and (11) i s  low, i . e .  that they are "ungrammatical" in  the suggested 
x  sense, (c f . Jackson 1972, who even contrives to  make quite an acceptable 
poem contextualizing Colourless green ideas sleep  fu riou sly  (p .54) I ) .  
Context (12), on the other hand, i s  a m etalin guistic  request, the response 
to  which w il l  be c ita t io n  forms. Thus, to  say that (10) i s  S-grammatical 
or that ( l l )  i s  D-grammatical i s  in  some sense equivalent to  saying that 
such a sequence as Henr.v black i f  vow seven you i s  S - (or D-) grammatical 
when given in  response to  the request "Give me any s ix  words". But c f .  
Ruth Kempson 1973a: 126 for a d ifferen t view.
2.16 Thompson 1971: "Speaker assumptions about hearer knowledge"
Sandra Annear Thompson's 1971 paper: "The deep structure of r e la tiv e  
clauses" i s  an attempt to  prove that both R and HR r e la t iv e s  derive from 
underlying conjunction, desp ite the usual assumption that the former, at 
le a s t , i s  the resu lt o f an embedding operation. The author asserts that 
there i s  no structural d ifference between R and NR, and that the perceiv­
able semantic d ifference i s  "a function of the presuppositions which the 
speaker has about the extent of his hearer's knowledge" (p .82):
"The d ifferen ces between r e s tr ic t iv e  and n on -restr ic tive  
r e la t iv e  clause sentences are not of the sort th at ought to  
be represented stru ctu ra lly : instead they are d ifferen ces  
representing a speaker's decision  about how to  present to  
the hearer information present in  the underlying represent­
ation" (p .87)
As an example o f th is  assertion , Thompson takes the NR and R sentences:
14 . The boy, who works at the library, i s  majoring in  philosophy.
15. The boy who works at the library i s  majoring in  philosophy.
These, she says, both have the underlying representation:
16. (Boy works in  library) (boy i s  majoring in  philosophy)
"For [14] the speaker has decided that the boy i s  already 
known to  the hearer; the speaker i s  adding two p ieces o f  
information about the boy. For [15] the speaker assumes 
that the hearer knows about the boy who works at the library; 
the can be used with th is  HP, and the information which the  
speaker assumes to be new appears as the main predicate"
( ib id .)
Presuppositions a lso  figure in  her account of the choice between d e fin ite  
and in d efin ite  (which, she says, has no e ffe c t  upon the meanings o f the 
nouns and verbs and the re la tio n s among them), and a lso  the se le c t io n  o f  
which of the underlying conjuncts i s  to  become matrix and which constituent 
sentences. Take the follow ing underlying conjunction:
17. (I met g ir l)  ( g ir l  speaks Basque)
According to  Thompson, depending on "certain suppositions on the part 
o f the speaker about what the hearer knows", any o f the follow ing sentences 
can be rea liza tio n s  of (17):
(a) I met a g ir l  and she speaks Basque.
(b) There's a g ir l  who speaks Basque, and I met her.
(c) I met a g ir l  who speaks Basque.
(d) A g ir l  I met speaks Basque,
(e) The g ir l  I met speaks Basque.
(f) I met the g ir l  who speaks Basque.
(a )-(d ) (which the reader w il l  notice a l l  have an in d efin ite  a r t ic le  
before g i r l ) represent a speaker presupposition that h is hearer knows 
nothing about the speaker's meeting with any g ir l ,  nor about any g ir l ' s  
l in g u is t ic  a b i l i t i e s  with regard to  Basque, (e) and ( f ) ,  (which both 
have a d e fin ite  a r t ic le ) ,  however, presuppose the f i r s t  and the second 
conjunct resp ectiv e ly . Thus (a )-(d ) are, presumably, to  be taken as 
synonyms, and (e) and (f)  are converses, as far  as presupposition and 
assertion  are concerned. The claim that Thompson i s  making, therefore, 
i s  that the focus d is t in c tio n  which e x is ts  with d e fin ite  noun heads and 
r e la t iv e  clauses i s  neutralised  with in d efin ite  noun heads and re la tiv e  
clau ses, which lattjer she regards as synonymous with the equivalent 
sentences conjoined in  any order. I t  has been maintained (by Chomsky 
1970) that focus and presupposition are complementary notions (which 
Chomsky furthermore regards as su p e r fic ia l) , and I take th is  to  be 
e sse n tia lly  correct for some resu lts  o f focus and some presuppositions.
Thus in
(e) The g ir l  I met, speaks Basque
PRESUPPOSITION FOCUS 
the presupposition i s  the "old", "given” information and the focus i s  
the ’'new” inform ation (with an overlap across the antecedent o f the 
r e la t iv e  clause, of course)* This I take to  refer  to  the id en tica l  
phenomena to  which the terms TOPIC and COMMENT tr a d it io n a lly  apply 
(but see sec tio n  2 . j ) .
Let us return, however, to  our examination of Thompson's paper.
1 2Let us c a l l  the conjuncts o f sentence (17), (17 ) and (17 ) .  A point 
to  be noticed straight away i s  that (17) seems incompletej we need to 
stip u la te  at le a s t:
(a) an existence predicate (E ): 'There e x is t s  g i r l ' ,
(b) an id e n tity  condition ( i )  on the 'g ir l '  o f (E), the ' g i r l 1 
of (171) and the 'g ir l*  of (172) .
im plies (E), (17^), ( l ) ,  and (l7 e );  
im plies (E), (172), ( l ) ,  and (17?); 
im plies e ith er  (A):
(E ),(171), ( I ) , and (I7e); [= (17a)] 
or (B ):
(There e x is ts  someone), (I met someone),
(someone » g ir l ) ,  (172) j 
im plies e ith er  (A):
(E), (172), ( I ) ,  and (I7 f);  [* (17b)] 
or (B ):
(There e x is t s  someone), (someone speaks Basque), 
(someone = g ir l ) ,  (17^)*
The sign ifican ce o f d ifferen tia tin g  (A) from (B) i s  that sentences (17c) 
and (I7d) are ambiguous between:
(17cA) I met some g ir l  and the g ir l  I met speaks Basque.
(l7cB) I met someone, namely, a g ir l  who speaks Basque.
(l7dA) Some g ir l  speaks Basque and I met the g ir l  who speaks 
Basque.
(l7dB) Someone speaks Basque, namely, a g ir l  I met.
Sense (B) in  each case i s  c lea r ly  r e s tr ic t iv e , though in  a d ifferen t  
way from sense (A). Sentences (A) represent short d iscourses, i . e .  





have been equally acceptable. The connectedness between the two halves 
o f (17cA) and (l7dA) i s  more or le s s  the sort of th ing that Thompson 
c a l ls  presuppositions (although she a sser ts  that in  the case o f sentences 
(17c) and (I7d) there are none; as I have shown above, the use o f pronouns, 
e ith er  personal or r e la t iv e , con stitu tes  in  i t s e l f  a use of presupposition  
d ifferen t from that in  sentences (l7e) and ( l7 f)  only in  that the preceding 
context i s  e x p lic it  rather than im p lic it -  and th is  i s  a resu lt of the 
a r t i f i c ia l  lim ita tio n  o f examples to sentences on ly ). Thus (l7a )/(l7cA )  
and (I7b ) / ( l 7d) demonstrate the d e fin it iz a tio n  function of Rs in  that 
anaphoric the i s  sem antically equivalent to  a r e la t iv e  clause containing 
"given" m aterial, ( c f . Thorne 1972a). (l7cB) and (l7dB) 011 the other 
hand show a more c lea r ly  embedded R whose function i s  to  define i t s  
antecedent noun and contrast i t  with other tokens o f the same type. This
particular function i s  the r e s tr ic t iv e  e ffe c t  par excellen ce, and i s  o ften
rather d if f ic u lt  to  pinpoint with in d efin ite  heads, though perhaps a 
d ifferen t example may c la r ify  the situ ation :
18. I met a king who had ju st abdicated.
Now, a king vjho has ju st abdicated i s  no longer a king, but an ex-king. 
Therefore, sense (ISA), equivalent to  (l7cA) and (17dA) i s  contradictory. 
But sense (B), equivalent to :
(18B) I met someone, namely, a king who had just abdicated
makes perfect sense, since i t  a lso  makes sense^ to say:
(18^) The king has just abdicated, 
whereas i t  no longer makes sense to  refer to that person as a king, 
tout court. More t e l l in g  examples can be constructed. For example, 
some o f Chomsky's instances (1965:77) of "purely semantic (or "pragmatic") 
incongruity":
19. I'm memorizing the score of the sonata X hope to compose some 
day,
20. That ice-cube that you f in a lly  managed to melt just shattered, 
are c lea r ly  rela ted  to the contradictory sense o f sentences lik e  (18).
The ( l 8A)-type sense o f
21. (a) I drank that ice-cube that you f in a lly  managed to  melt 
(which i s  a p er fectly  grammatical and "sensical" sentence) would contain  
a se le c tio n a l deviation, namely
21. (b) X( l  drank that ice-cube) 
whereas the (lBB)-type sense i s  completely acceptable and i s  in  fa c t the 
way in  which the sentence must be interpreted.
In the same way, (17c) (which I claim from the above evidence must
be taken as a r e s tr ic t iv e  r e la t iv e , i . e .  as sense (B )), does not merely
imply ’I met a g i r l 1, but rather 'I met a Basque-speaking g i r l ' .  Let
us try  another t e s t ,  by replacing I met in  (17c) with another matrix S:
22. The Foreign O ffice requires a g ir l  who speaks Basque.
Now c lea r ly , i f  i t  were lo g ic a l to deduce from th at that the Foreign
O ffice simply required a (n on-specific) g ir l ,  they would have no cause
for complaint i f  they were deluged with hundreds of non-Basque speaking
g ir ls  a fter  the job advertised . In fa c t, however, they have every reason
2for expecting that a l l  th e ir  applicants w il l  be g ir ls  who speak Basque. 
Contrast th is  with:
23* The Foreign O ffice has interviewed a g ir l ,  who speaks Basque 
and i s  a member of the Basque S ep aratists.
From th is ,  i t  i s  quite lo g ic a l to  deduce that the Home O ffice has in ter ­
viewed a g ir l .  We can see , therefore, that even in d e fin ite  nouns can 
take e ith er  R or NR, although the d is tin c tio n  i s  o ften  obscured by the  
lack o f contrastiveness evinced by an in d e fin ite .
Such d ifferen ces o f im plication  as those I have discussed in  the  
foregoing paragraphs, lik e  the d ifferences of presupposition and focus 
mentioned e a r lie r , are properties o f the discourse-function  of sentences, 
and th is  can be demonstrated by th e ir  behaviour in  responses, since the 
form o f a response w i l l  depend on the presuppositions etc.expressed  or 
im p lic it in  the question. I sh a ll give th is  fa cet o f the question more 
carefu l scrutiny presently , contenting myself fo r  the time being with a 
very perfunctory observation about the questions to  which sentences 







(What did you do \
< f w^ en y°u were out?
(Did anything happenj
jr I s  there anybody in terestin g  in  the v illa g e?
Did any of those people speak a foreign  language?
Did you run in to  any o f those in terpreters?
o
However, F. Rasquin points out th at (22) might be ambiguous, p a r tic ­
u larly  I f  i s  looking for  i s  substituted for requires, between the  
sense in  which the F.O. i s  looking for some known g ir l  with that 
a ttr ib u te , and the sense in  which any g ir l  who. f u l f i l s  that condition  
w ill  be su itab le  (which i s  the sense I have used above). French 
would d istin gu ish  between qui sa it  parler le  basque and qui sache 
narler le  basque, (c f . McCawley 1970a:175, on a sim ilar d is t in c t io n ) .  
Both are r e s tr ic t iv e , but they r e f le c t  d ifferen t underlying s p e c if ic ­
a tion .
The (a ) /(c )  question concerns an event or an, action; the (b )/(d ) question  
concerns persons encountered; (e) presupposes that some people had been 
encountered and in v ite s  some subset of that group to  be observed for a 
sp ec ia l property,. namely, speaking a foreign  language; and (if) presupposes 
that the l is te n e r  has met some people, and that there i s  a group of in ter ­
preters, and asks whether the two se ts  in ter sec t. The responses are 
separately appropriate to  these questions (and p ossib ly  to  other questions 
too, o f course -  which w ill ,  however, given an 11 unmarkedM intonation  
pattern in  the response, be of the same general semantic structure as 
th ese ). Thus (17a) concerns an event, 'I met a g i r l T, and adds some 
d escrip tive  information about the g ir l;  (17c) i s  sim ilar , but the inform­
ation  about the g ir l  i s  more c lo se ly  connected with the main response. 
(17b) i s  about a particu lar person, ‘There's a g ir l  who speaks Basque'
(and the information about her i s  c lo se ly  connected as in  ( l 7c))and  
adds that the speaker met her; (l7d) presents the same information In a 
more t ig h t-k n it  form. (I7e) Iso la tes  one o f the group presupposed in  
the question, 'the g i r l ' ,  and sp e c if ie s  which foreign  language she 
speaks. (I7 f) answers that the two se ts  do in ter sec t at le a st  to  the 
tune o f one of the Interpreters, and adds that th is  was the interpreter  
responsible for  Basque and was a g ir l .  (However, the same sentence, 
p articu larly  with marked intonation , could imply quite d ifferen t pre­
suppositions, e .g .
25* There e x is t s  a g ir l  who speaks Basque 
(and we have discussed th is  previously)
I f  we can stip u la te  the presuppositions, though -  from the context -  we 
can sp ecify  the precise form of the sentence and i t s  stress-p attern , up 
to  free variation .
I t  should be noted that in  her d iscussion  of Rs, Thompson nowhere
examines p lural noun instan ces, which i s  unfortunate since they provide
clear  i l lu s tr a t io n s  o f the se t in tersectio n  notion. However, I sh a ll be
discussing these myself to  some extent presently (see section s 3?12 and,
b r ie fly , 5*2) .
Later in  her a r t ic le , Thompson re itera te s  the assertion  that "the 
differen ces between r e s tr ic t iv e  and n on -restr ictive  r e la tiv e  clause 
sentences are not o f the sort that ought to be represented stru ctu ra lly ; 
instead  they are d ifferen ces representing a speaker's d ecision  about how 
to  present to  the hearer information present in  the underlying represent­
ation", (p .87). We have seen that there are greater d ifferen ces than
Thompson notes. Are these amenable to such a notion as "speaker's 
assumptions"? Thompson uses the sentences:
26 . The boy, who works at the library, I s  majoring in  philosophy,
27. The boy who works at the library i s  majoring in  philosophy, 
and claims that in  (26) the speaker decides that 'the boy' i s  known and 
adds two p ieces o f inform ation about him, and that in  (27) the assumed 
known portion i s  'the boy (who) works at the lib ra r y ', which then has 
one item of information added. Let us begin by attempting to context- 
ualize  these sentences: (26) could never (or more accurately i s  highly  
un lik ely  to ) appear as the opening S o f a discourse, or as an iso la ted
S (apart from in  l in g u is t ic s  books, that i s ) : i t  would have to be uttered  
in  a s itu a tio n  where an individual was known as "the boy", or perhaps 
"the Boy",: i . e .  as a Proper noun, or at le a st  a "homophoric" noun (see  
below ). A lternatively , i f  there were both a boy and a g ir l  present in  
the s itu a tio n , say, (26) , accompanied by appropriate p ara lin gu istic  
sig n a ls , could represent a first-m ention  utterance with contrastive  
force (John Lyons [personal communication]$, He adds a lso  that th is  
does not a ffec t my argument, provided that "previous mention" means 
something lik e  "already included in  the universe of discourse"). As i s  
made clear  in  sec tio n  2.11, I do in  fa c t regard the immediate s itu a tio n  
as in  some sense sam iotica lly  equivalent to  verbal context. However, 
even so, and even with a boy and g ir l  simply begging to  be contrasted, 
and a whole pantomime of gestures and grimaces, I must say that (26) 
s t i l l  s tr ik es  me as a very u n likely  d isco u rse -in itia to r  (though note 
I do not discount i t  en tire ly , c f .  section  2 .1 5 ). In fa c t, English  
has other d e ic t ic  s tra teg ies  for dealing with that sort of s itu a tio n , 
notably th is  and th a t . These, i t  has been argued elsewhere, ( in  Thorne 
1972a, and by Lyons him self, 1973), might be regarded as equivalent to  
t h i s . . .  here and t h a t . . .there resp ectively , and therefore not as anaphoric 
at a l l ,  but cataphorici (Lyons 1973 actually  regards th is  in terp retation  
as only one, admittedly the most usual, of four p ossib le  in terpretation s  
of that in  that boy) . (26) would usually  presuppose a defin ing context
such a s :
28. As I was walking down Oxford Street yesterday, a boy tripped  
over in  front of me and dropped a p ile  o f books on ray fe e t .
(26) , and he had been walking along, sunk in  Kant, and not 
looking where he was going.
The speaker can "assume that the referent o f 'the boy' i s  known to  the 
hearer", therefore, since that referent has been e x p lic it ly  pinpointed  
in  the preceding discourse, and the syntactic  behaviour of the NR in  
question can be accounted for quite e a s ily  by ru les already in  existence  
for in tra sen ten tia l phenomena. (27), on the other hand, could e a s ily  
sta rt a discourse o f f , because i t  i s  s e lf -d e f in in g : the contextualization  
o f the head N i s  contained in  the whole UP, which functions as a unit:
29- (27), but the man who works in  the garage i s  tak ing.a  course
in  cake-making.
Notice that the same context i s  queer for sentence-conjuncts representing
Thompson's suggested DS for Rs: .
(he f30. ?The boy works at the library majoring in
philosophy, but the man who works in  the garage i s  taking  
a course in  cake-making, 
partly  because The boy who works at the library can be cataphoric and 
can therefore in i t ia te  a discourse, whereas The boy works at the library  
i s  not and cannot; and partly  because the a n t ith e t ic a l structure of the 
whole sentence (30) c a lls  for isomorphism, present in  (29), where The 
boy who works at the lib rary i s  paralleled  by The man who works in  the 
garage and i s  majoring in  philosophy i s  p ara lle led  by i s  taking a course 
in  cake-making. Even pronominalisation of the second the boy in  (30) 
does not rescue the sentence from oddity as a d isco u rse -in itia to r . 
Conversely, I t  should be remarked that (28) i s  quite acceptable with 
(26) replaced by the conjuncts underlying i t ,  but becomes quite unaccept­
able with (26) replaced by (27). These fa c ts  demonstrate that the head 
noun of NRs cannot simply be assumed by the speaker to  be known to  the 
hearer, but must occur preceded by a prior reference in  the discourse. 
(Proper noun heads, which can of course take NRs, seem to be the exception  
to  th is  g en era lisa tio n ):
31. Arthur M olestrangler, who once was the darling of Europe, now 
l iv e s  in  Comparative Obscurity, a l i t t l e  v illa g e  in  Sussex.
(31) could occur as a d isco u rse -in itia to r , p articu larly  in  jo u rn a listic  
English. However, I would maintain that proper nouns are very d ifferen t
from common nouns, both sem antically and sy n ta c tica lly , in  that th e ir
use subsumes a vast amount o f defining m aterial. Compare the follow ing  
sentences as d isco u rse -in itia to rs:
32. $Last week, a man broke into a bank in  Vapping
33* ^ feast week, the man broke in to  a bank in  Napping
34* $Last week, the man who broke the bank at Monte Carlo broke 
in to  a bank in  Napping 
35* flLast week, Sir Alec Douglas-Home broke in to  a bank in  Napping 
((33) i s  of course acceptable as a n on -in itia tin g  sentence). (35)> I 
would argue, i s  sim ilar to (34) I*1 that the appellation S ir Alec Douglas- 
Home stands as a la b e l for any subset of a large number o f a ttr ib u tes  
associated  with’ that ind ividual, and represented as r e s tr ic t iv e  c lauses, 
e .g . 'The man who was Prime M inister o f Great B rita in  from 1963-1964',
'the man who was Foreign M inister from 1 9 7 0 - 1 9 7 4 ‘a man who i s  fond 
of Grouse-shooting1, 'a man with a sk e le ta l appearance' and so on. X 
am claim ing, therefore, though without arguing the case here, that 
proper nouns are d e fin ite  descriptions, and as such are sim ilar to  
r es tr ic ted  common nouns. Xn fa c t , I  would argue that the use o f proper 
nouns i s  in  princip le  no d ifferen t from the use of common nouns, except 
that proper nouns have no (or very lim ited) c la ss -a ttr ib u te s . I f  I use 
the common noun tab le o f an object, my lis te n e r s  have prior knowledge 
of what some o f the a ttr ib u tes o f that object might be, by virtue of 
i t s  membership ( i f  correctly  id en tified ) of the c la ss  'tab les' and of 
th e ir  knowledge o f that c la s s . I f ,  .however, I refer  to  some object as 
Harold N ilson or Ontario, my lis te n e rs  do not have that kind o f know­
ledge, since there i s  no c la ss  o f 'Harold Wilsons' or 'Ontarios*. 
N evertheless, that apart, when I use e ither a proper or a common noun 
in  referring to  an "object" (which may be simple or complex, concrete 
or abstract, rea l or imagined, I .e .  my use of 'refer* here need not be 
taken as presupposing existence or ta n g ib il ity ) , I am not in  fa c t  
alluding to  that object as a d iscrete  e n tity  o f some kind, but instead  
as a c o lle c t io n  o f a ttr ib u tes (or, more accurately, to  some c r it e r ia l  
subset o f that s e t 'o f  a ttr ib u te s) , some of which are physical recognition  
c r ite r ia , perhaps, (and very complex perceptually), and some to  do with 
functions, ch a ra cter is tic s , rela tion sh ip s, and so on, (which again may 
be very complex s tr u c tu r a lly ) . For Harold N ilson. th is  l i s t  might con­
ta in  'the present leader of Her M ajesty's Government', 'the present 
leader o f the Labour Party', 'the man who was Prime M inister from 1964 
to  1970', 'a man o f such-and-such a physical appearance', 'a man who 
habitually  smokes a pipe and wears a Gannex ra in coat', 'a man who has 
a wife ca lled  Mary, a son ca lled  G iles, and a holiday home in  the 
S c i l l i e s ' ,  e t c . ,  e tc . (The l i s t  might of course be p a r tia lly  d ifferen t,
or even completely so -  possib le because a d ifferen t ’’Harold Wilson” 
i s  being referred to ) .  To understand that 1 am referring to  some 
particu lar ind ividual rather than some other one, my lis te n e r  must 
also have access (v ia  the sign a l Harold Wilson) to  the same set of 
a ttr ib u tes , or at le a s t  some c r it e r ia l  subset of i t .  Note that commun­
ic a tio n  cannot take place without both speaker’s and l is te n e r 's  know­
ledge of th at set of a ttr ib u tes overlapping to some considerable extent.
I would maintain, furthermore, that p recise ly  the same s itu a tio n  obtains 
with common nouns: i f ,  by using the common noun tab le I am referring to  
some object which, say, has a horizontal surface of such-and-such 
dimensions, supported on four v e r t ic a ls , i s  made of wood, and is  used 
for eating or w riting upon, then, i f  my lis te n e r  understands me correctly , 
we can assume that the form tab le  has triggered o f f  a sim ilar c o lle c t io n  
of a ttr ib u tes in  h is mind. Psychologically , then, the form used functions 
to  tr ig g er  o f f  the appropriate semantic configuration5 l in g u is t ic a lly ,  
however, i t  i s  no more than a la b e l or a tag which id e n t if ie s  a particu lar  
se t of a ttr ib u tes , i . e .  a semantic structure, and there w il l  often  be 
other tags which do the same job ju st as w ell, though these may have the 
disadvantage o f emphasizing one attribute above the others (e .g . 'the 
Prime M inister1) , c f . the long philosophical debate about Scott and the 
author o f Waverlev. I would wish, therefore, to  make a d is t in c tio n  
between the act of reference i t s e l f  (which, i f  I understand i t  correctly ,
I agree with Lyons 1973 i s  d e ic t ic ) ,  and the content of the reference, 
which i s  some sort o f semantic configuration (and what sort I w ill  be 
suggesting la te r ) ,  which can be referred to  ("triggered o f f ”) by any 
one of a large number of equivalent, though not n ecessarily  synonymous, 
expressions. I t  i s  in  th is  sense that I re jec t the tra d itio n a l (and ST) 
assumption that words "have meaning"; I would prefer to say that they 
are merely associated  with meanings, (c f . section  4 .3  below). Sentence 
(31) t therefore, i s  equivalent to  a cataphoric R followed by a NR, 
rather than being a d isco u rse -in itia tin g  NR.
Rs> on the other hand, can in i t ia te  a discourse (and cannot, 
in c id en ta lly , modify a proper noun head except in  very sp ecia l circum-
A
stances, in  order to  d istin gu ish  eith er  between two referents bearing 
the same proper name:
36. Not the Harry Wharton who poured hot pea soup down the 
housemaster' s tro u sers!
or e lse  between two stages or conditions of the 1 same" referent:
37* The London I knew as a ch ild  stank.
38. The Lawrence O liv ier  of Henry V i s  very d ifferen t from the
Lawrence O liv ier  o f The E ntertainer).
I f  we compare Rs for th e ir  d isco u rse -in itia t in g  properties with 
d e fin ite  NFs (other than proper Ns), we note a s ig n if ic a n t d ifferen ce .
Note that Thompson (o p .c i t :80) regards the choice o f a d e fin ite  rather 
than an in d efin ite  determiner as correlating "with certa in  presuppositions 
which the speaker makes about the extent o f h is l is t e n e r 's  knowledge", 
and by th is  she i s  presumably referring to the anaphoric properties of 
the d e fin ite  determiner (which actually , as we have seen, re la te  to
ea r lier  mention in  the discourse or appearance in  the s itu a tio n , rather
than being 'presuppositions' pulled out of a hat). One would expect,
therefore, that Rs with a d e fin ite  head N, and NPs. with a d e fin ite
determiner would behave id e n tic a lly  in  use, since both a lleged ly  pre­
suppose prior knowledge. In  fa c t , o f course, th is  i s  not the case: Rs, 
as noted, can be d isc o u r se -in it ia l;  d e fin ite  NPs cannot, e .g .:
39 . (a) ^^The le a f  floa ted  past our heads;
4 0. (a) ^^W ith a sin g le  glare, Lady Bolsover quelled the t ig e r ;
41 . (a) ^^The lectu rer  was forced to s e l l  h is  house.
Rs, however, being cataphoric, may in i t ia te  discourse (the s i g i l  
means "not d is c o u r se - in it ia l" ):
39. (b) ^The le a f  which James had id e n tif ie d  flo a ted  past our
heads;
40. (b) ^H&th a sin g le  glare, Lady Bolsover quelled the tig e r
which had been terroriz in g  the lo c a lity ;
4 1 . (b) ^The lectu rer whose pay claim had been turned down was
forced to s e l l  h is house.
In  fa c t, the only simple d e fin ite  NPs which may in i t ia te  discourse are 
those which are "homophoric", e .g . Yesterday, the Queen opened Parliament: 
Oh b la s t , I 'v e  trodden on the c a t: My granny's having an a ffa ir  with the  
milkman: in  each case, the d e fin ite  NP has a unique or unmarked reference 
w ithin a certa in  community, which may be domestic, lo c a l, national or 
global. I t  may be that each case d e le tes a defin ing expression, such as 
'the Queen of England', 'our c a t ' ,  'the milkman who d elivers to our house' 
The fa ct that d e fin ite  NPs for  the most part cannot be d isc o u r se -in it ia l
shows that the associated  presupposition requires to  be e x p lic it ly  
determinable from the preceding discourse or the s itu a tio n . The fa c t  
that Rs can be -  and often  are -  d isc o u r se -in it ia l shows that they need 
no such prefiguration , since they can be se lf-d e fin in g  (and the d e fin ite  
a r t ic le  cataphoric rather than anaphoric). Compare:
42. (a) I met the brain-surgeon.
(Can only re la te  to  previous d iscu ssio n ).
(b) I met the brain-surgeon who operated on Kennedy.
(Ambiguous between a use assuming previous d iscu ssion  -  with nuclear 
stress  on met and the rest o f the sentence on a lo w -lev e l contour -  and 
a use which Is  se lf-d e fin in g  -  with twin nuclei on brain-surgeon and 
Kennedy) . I s  th is  then to agree with Thompson that Rs embody a complex 
speaker-assumption about hearer-knowledge? I f  we examine a sentence 
lik e  (34) above, I think i t  becomes fa ir ly  c lear th at Thompson i s  incorrect 
in  her assertion , since she claims that a R, such as the man who broke the 
bank at Monte Carlo, i s  used on the assumption that the hearer knows the 
referent o f the R and understands the reference, i . e .  i t  i s  a claim that 
the hearer understands by that R a reference to  some ind ividual known to  
both speaker and hearer, say 'the Hon. Charles Fortescue', or at le a st  
that the speaker assumes as much. I think th is  i s  a p ossib le  sense of 
th is  R, but I  would claim that the much more usual use of Rs makes them
se lf-d e fin in g  d escrip tions. A sentence such as
43. I know you have never heard of the man who broke the bank at 
Monte Carlo
i s  presumably contradictory under Thompson's in terp reta tion , but in  fa c t  
one doesn't need to  know that such an individual e x is t s  or that he has 
indeed carried out th is  e x p lo it , or indeed to understand the im plications  
o f the R, in  order to understand sentences containing th at R. In fa c t , 
i f  I may r e c a ll  a point made e a r lie r , a sentence such as (43) i s  unambig­
uous for the same reason that sentences such as (18) and (21) above are 
unambiguous, namely that the head and i t s  R must be taken as a s in g le ,
se lf-d e fin in g  un it, rather than as a pair of propositions or parts of
propositions in  which one i s  marked as presupposed with respect to  the 
other. A f in a l  point about these so -ca lled  presuppositions i s  that such 
discourse-connectiv ity  (which I sh a ll be claiming they represent) i s  by 
no means confined to the R, i . e .  i t  i s  not the case that the R refers to  
assumed knowledge; i t  can equally w ell introduce new information:
44* Albert claimed that Eurydiee had a technique that was 
in cred ib le .
In fa c t, where we may agree that there i s  something lik e  1 presupposition" 
operating, i t  turns out to  be a function of anaphoric d e fin ite  NRs, i* e . 
where there i s  an antecedent in  previous discourse (c f . a lso  sections
2.17 and 2 .3 ) .
I would claim therefore that a sentence lik e  (43) i s  derived in  a 
manner equivalent to  an embedding derivation, and not in  the same way as 
a conjoining sentence, with or without the additional prop o f "presupposi­
tion s" . I would a lso  claim that a l l  sentences containing Rs are at le a st  
ambiguous between a c lea r ly  "embedded" in terp retation  and Thompson's 
in terp retation , that some (e .g . (43 )) can only admit of the former, but 
that no R sentence e x is t s  which can only admit of the sense associated  
with Thompson's account. However, I w il l  return to the question of the 
derivation al source for Rs and NRs in  Ch. I I I .
In summary, then, the suggestive idea about "speaker's assumptions 
concerning hearer's knowledge" turns out to  have a mysterious connection 
with the a b il ity  of a sentence to  in i t ia t e  discourse. We can display the 
d isco u rse -in itia t in g  properties o f various constructions:
• 4
(Simple) NP common (Simple) NP proper R NR
Def. *Di Di Di KDi
In d ef. Di - Di Di
A ll (except proper NPs, which cannot be in d e f in ite ly  quantified) can 
in i t ia t e  a discourse when in d efin ite :
46 . (a) A man could be seen struggling up a h i l l ;
(b) A man vrho carried a huge sack could be seen struggling  
up a h i l l ;
(c) A man, who reminded me of Lawrence of Arabia, could be 
seen struggling up a h i l l .
When d e fin ite , however, only Rs, proper NPs (and a lso  hompphoric NRs, 
sem antically akin to  proper NPs) can function d is c o u r se - in it ia lly . The 
same fa c ts  apparently support Thompson's claim that d e fin ite  NRs embody 
one piece o f knowledge known to  the lis te n e r  (v iz . the NP-antecedent) 
and assert two more piedes of information, whereas Rs embody one (more 
complex) piece of information known to  the lis te n e r  (v is . the NP-antecedent
plus r e la t iv e  clause) and assert one piece of inform ation. However, the 
locution"known to the listen er"  i s  In fa c t equivalent to , and explained 
by, "specified  in  the discourse". ("Specified" as used here includes 
"previous mention" (see section s 2-3- and 5*2) and " se lf-sp e c if ic a t io n " ). 
Thompson makes no attempt to explain why Rs and NRs should d if fe r  in  th eir  
presumptions; that i s  to say, the d is tin c tio n  i s  presented as though there 
were a completely open choice between R and NR. But th is  i s  far from the  
case: NRs are much more lim ited  in  th e ir  use than Rs, simply because Rs 
have the property of s e lf -sp e c if ic a t io n , which NRs lack , (in cid en ta lly , 
the putative underlying conjunctions of Thompson's account a lso  lack  
th is  property). I conclude from a l l  th is  that Thompson's spealcer-hearer 
assumptions are nothing more than d isco u rse-sp ec ifica tio n s, which I sh a ll  
examine further in. Ch. I I I .
2.17 Presuppositions and pragmatic assumptions
I do not intend to in v estig a te  the much vexed question of pre­
suppositions at length, since th e ir  correct sp ec if ica tio n  i s  not a cen tral 
issu e  of th is  th e s is .  Their study, even in  philosophy, i s  a comparatively 
recent one, and no clear consensus has yet emerged; the d is tin c t io n  bet­
ween necessary (or lo g ic a l)  and contingent(or pragmatic) presuppositions 
i s  even more recent, and i s  due to  workers in  philosophical l in g u is t ic s  
(e .g . Reenan 1971, Wilson 1975).
A presupposition i s  commonly defined as a condition §>n a sentence 
which must be true for the sentence to have a truth-value at a l l ;  i f  the 
proposition i s  fa ls e , then the containing S i s  said to have no tru th -  
value: i t  i s  neither true nor fa ls e .  A necessary, or lo g ic a l, pre­
supposition i s  a condition which forms part of the sentence: i t  has i t s  
e ffe c t  upon the truth-evaluation  of the a ssertion  in  the sentence by
virtue o f i t s  actual presence there in  some form. This "presence"
ranges from a "defin ite description" (such as: The leader of the Opposi­
t io n  i s  effem inate, which lo g ic a lly  presupposes that there e x is t s  a 
leader o f the Opposition, though i t  does not e x p l ic it ly  re la te  th is
person to  any place or time) to  any expression embedded below a certa in
c la ss  of verbs which allow the sentence to presuppose the truth o f the 
embedded expression whether or not the verb i s  p o s itiv e  or negative 
(e .g . Tancred regretted h is  f o l ly ,  which presupposes that Tancred was, 
or had been, fo o lish , as does Tancred d idn't regret h is f o l ly  eq u a lly ).
A contingent, or pragmatic, presupposition i s  a condition which 
forms part of the speaker’s assumptions, derived e ith er  from his own b e lie fs  
or from the conventionally-held notions of h is cu lture. (Some have been 
carefu l, however, not to refer  to  speaker’s b e lie f s ,  but instead to  the 
"relation  between utterances and th e ir  contexts" (Keenan 1971:51), or to  
preconditions for illo cu tio n a ry  acts (Fillmore 1971b:276)). G. Lakoff 
(1969) g ives the follow ing example i l lu s tr a t in g  how "presuppositions about 
the nature o f the world" can a lte r  judgements of grammaticality (c f . the 
d iscu ssion  on co n tex tu a liza b ility , section  2.15  above):
47. (a) My cat r e a liz e s  that I'm a lousy cook.
Since the subject o f r ea lize  and sim ilar verbs has to  be a sentient being, 
(47a) i s  grammatical to  the extent that the speaker or hearer b elieves  
cats to  be sen tient (and one can erect a scale of sentience in  order to  
plot the cu t-o ff  point: c a t , budgie, go ld fish , grass-snake, tarantula, 
lim pet. plankton, b a c illu s  e t c . ) .  Lakoff has a lso  suggested an example 
which works r e la t iv e  to cu ltu ra l b e lie fs  (the "insult" sentences, c f . 
section  2.13)* There i s  presumably no clear d iv id in g -lin e  between personal 
and cu ltu ra l assumptions, however. These examples and others put forward 
by the Lakoffs and others are in terestin g  and important for the develop­
ment o f l in g u is t ic  theory. However, the question we must ask is :  are 
these r ea lly  presuppositions? The formal requirement for lo g ic a l pre­
suppositions i s  set out by Deirdre Wilson (1975:16):
"a sentence S presupposes another sentence P i f f  i f  ,fS i s  true 
P must be true, and i f  not-S i s  true P must be tru e, and i f  
P i s  fa ls e  or lacks a truth-value, both S and not-S must lack  
a truth-value".
The su i generis of th is  d e fin it io n  i s  th at, i f  P i s  true, then S may be 
eith er  true or fa ls e , and the sentence nevertheless succeeds:
(48a) presupposes ( lo g ic a lly , i . e .  by virtue of the higher verb and 
grammatical construction) (48b ) . I f  (48b) ( -  P) i s  in  fa c t true, then  
both the p o sitiv e  and the negative form of (48a) i s  meaningful, and the  
choice of one or the other i s  a choice in  the rea l s itu a tio n . But i f  
(48b) i s  fa ls e , then both versions o f (48a) (■ S and not-S) cannot be 
assessed  for truth: they lack a truth-value. Thus the question-form  
of (48a) notoriously cannot be answered by a simple p o s itiv e  or negative
4 8 . (a) ifr e g r e t  1 having two heads, 
(don't regret)
(b) I have two heads.
response (despite being a Xes-No question): i t  can only be handled by 
challenging the embedded presupposition, i . e .  (4.8b ) :
4 8 . (c) JDo |  you regret having two heads?f °  ViDon't)
(d) I haven’t  got two heads ( i . e .  not-P).
I f  we te s t  the pragmatic presupposition of (47a) in  the same way, i t  
appears to  behave sim ilarly:
4 7 . (b) My c a t /r e a lise s  \ l ’m a lousy cook.i l ' i  
(^doesn’t  rea lize)
(c) My cat i s  capable of rea liz in g  th ings.
(d) /Does \y o u r  cat rea lize  you're such a lousy cook?
(Doesn’tJ
(e) My cat i s n 't  capable of rea liz in g  anything ( i . e .  not-P). 
However, the cu ltu ra l presupposition we have already examined in  section  
2.13  appears not to  behave in  th is  way:
49* (a) John said that Mary was ugly, and then she insu lted  him.
(b) Galling someone ugly con stitu tes  an in s u lt .
(c) John d idn't say that Mary was ugly, and then she insu lted
him.
(d) John said that Mary wasn't ugly, and then she in su lted  him. 
(49c) requires the opposite assumption from (b) in  order to make sense,
(d) i s  in  fa c t meaningful i f  we assume that denying something which has 
never been asserted amounts to  suggesting that i t  could apply, i . e .
t e l l in g  Mary that she is n ' t  ugly when no-one has proposed that she i s
ugly may be taken to  imply that Mary could be thought of as ugly. In  a 
le s s  d irect way, then (d) could be said to  presuppose (b) ju st as i t s  
negative (a) does. The d if f ic u lt ie s  are ( i )  that (a) has several neg­
a tiv e s , not a l l  o f which come anywhere near the required sp ec ifica tio n , 
and ( i i )  there are many s itu a tion s in  which the f i r s t  conjunct of (d) 
could be said without con stitu tin g  an in su lt (e .g . where somebody had 
previously suggested that Mary was ugly, or had acted in  such a way
as might be explained by Mary's being ugly, e .g . by snubbing or j i l t in g  
her). Flirt her negatives of (a) are:
49. (e) John said that Mary was ugly, and then she didn’t  in su lt  
Mm.
(f) John d idn't say that Mary was ugly, and then she d idn't 
in su lt  him.
(g) John said that Mary wasn't ugly, and then she didn't 
in su lt  him.
A ll o f th ese , as far as I can see, preserve (49b), at le a st  in  one of 
th e ir  various senses- We can make sim ilar claims for the pragmatic 
presuppositions presented by R. Lakoff (1971b). Fillmore (1969b) 
suggests that the le x ic a l  item bachelor a sserts  o f / i t s  argument that i t  
i s  unmarried, and presupposes that i t  i s  adult and male. Thus John is n ' t  
a bachelor denies John's sing le  m arital status rather than h is maturity 
or manhood. I  would claim, however, (see ch. IV for d e ta ils ) ,  that the 
d is t in c t io n  here i s  a question concerning depth of embedding and the form 
of th is  embedding in  the semantic configuration which underlies th is  l e x i -  . 
ca l item, which might be something lik e
'Ag such that Ag i s  not married and Ag i s  adult and Ag i s  m a le ...
U ltim ately, I would suggest, the p r io r ity  of S^, 82* or in  th is  
configuration i s  a question of d iscou rse-sp ec ifica tion , and in  particu lar, 
of foeus-assignment (for which see sections 2 .2  and 2-3 below). Thus, i f  
the context ( lin g u is t ic  or s itu a tio n a l) has already made i t  c lear that 
the person i s  adult and male, the focus w il l  autom atically a lig h t on the 
remaining subtree (or one o f them, i f  there are more). On the other hand, 
i f  the context already s tip u la tes  unmarried, then one of the other sub­
trees  w il l  bear the focus, e .g . P at's not an unmarried mother, he's a 
bachelor, which p articu larly  focusses on male. Thus the fa c t that i t  i s  
the m arital sta tus subtree which i s  most commonly focussed on (asserted) 
perhaps t e l l s  us more about the usual contexts o f bachelor than about i t s  
presuppositions. S im ilarly  with the other pragmatic presuppositions:
(47a) i s  most u n lik ely  as e ith er  an iso la ted  sentence or as a d iscourse- 
in i t ia to r . In fa c t , i t  would be odd unless i t  occurred in  a context which 
estab lished  the cat as a sen tient being.
Arg
Pred Arg Pred Arg Pred Arg
NOT S ADULT Ag MALE Ag
Pred Argi i
MARRIED Ag
On the question o f whether lo g ic a l presuppositions can be derived  
from context in  a sim ilar manner, I f e e l  more tentative*  There are some, 
i t  seems to  me, which c lea r ly  depend on context, and whose notorious 
oddity comes from th e ir  being wrenched out of context (e .g . the Have you 
stooped beating your wife? variety , which assumes a context th atm ay''n ot 
actu ally  e x is t ) .  "Factives,(>too, (such as (48a)) seem odd unless the 
"fact” has occurred previously. However, I have not in vestigated  these  
usages at a l l ,  since th e ir  correct treatment i s  somewhat tan gen tia l to  
my cen tral in te r e s t .
Presuppositions, of both kinds, have come under heavy f ir e  just 
recently , from the pens of Deirdre Wilson (1975) and Ruth Kempson (l973a ,b ). 
Both consider that lo g ic a l presuppositions may be handled with the ex istin g  
machinery for tru th-conditional semantics ( s p e c if ic a lly  including the 
notion of entailm ent), whereas pragmatic presuppositions require a d is t in c t  
pragmatic component. Both, again, consider that the la t te r  w il l  co n sist  
e s se n t ia lly  of G rice’s Co-operative Principle plus fe lic ity -c o n d it io n s  
for various illo cu tio n a ry  speech-acts. There i s  a danger in  recent 
l in g u is t ic s  that ’'pragmatic” i s  becoming to  semantics what ’’performance” 
has become to  syntax, i . e .  a rubbish-bin term to  which are consigned a l l  
the in terestin g  d i f f ic u l t ie s  of language in  use. For example, i t  i s  some­
times suggested that relationsh ip s between sentences and free clauses  
ought properly to  be dealt with as "pragmatic im p lication s” and not as 
true grammatical phenomena. But th is  places a quite arbitrary d iv id ing-  
l in e  between:
50, (a) Sara was la te  and got the sack,
(in  which the pragmatic im plication i s  one of c a u sa lity ), and:
in  which the causal connection i s  made e x p lic it . Furthermore, (50a) i s  
ambiguous between i t s  causal sense and a ’’temporal succession” sense. 
But i f  we regard th is  as ambiguous, i t  c lea r ly  ought to be no d ifferen t  
in  kind from the more fam iliar kind of ambiguity:
50. (c) Boris i s  an outdoor lover, 
since both are disambiguable in ton ation ally , both are su p er fic ia lly  
ambiguous due to ea r lier  structure-destroying d e le tio n s.
(b)
therefore
because of i t / t h is / t h a
I sh a ll assume that the pragmatic component i s  in  fa c t the discourse- 
sp e c if ic  at ion, together with necessary s itu a tio n a l inform ation. This i s  
fed in to  the configurations in  an as yet unspecified  way, v ia  the machinery 
of stress-red u ction  and Focus-placement. I return to th is  p articu larly  
in  sec tio n  2
2.2 Discourse
In section s 2 .1  and 2.12, I have d istinguished lin g u is t ic  context 
from s itu a tio n a l context. The notion of lin g u is t ic  context i s  to  some 
extent contingent upon the view that the domain of grammar i s  the sentence: 
the l in g u is t ic  context i s  then the context of any given S under scrutiny.
Small wonder then that l in g u is t ic  context should figu re not at a l l  in  a
competence S-grammar (e .g . ST): the concept of a "given S", l e t  alone i t s
surrounding context, i s  c lea r ly  contingent upon some actual S in  use, and
i s  not concerned with making generalisations about the grammatical prop­
e r t ie s  of some c la ss  s o f Ss. Wang 1955 makes the point that:
"There i s  another kind of system atization which i s  le s s  super­
f i c i a l  than learning the axiom system. I t  i s  an in tu it iv e  grasp
o f the whole f ie ld ,  a v iv id  picture of the whole structure in
your mind such as a good chess player would have of the game
of chess. This second kind of system atization i s  something
that form alization (or at le a s t  form alization alone) would 
not provide us "(p.226) .
Many lin g u is ts  would now agree that the time for formalism divorced from-
performance i s  f in a l ly  at an end in  l in g u is t ic s .  For example, Sanders
1969 argues at length that the natural domain o f grammar i s  not the
sentence, but the discourse. An immediate point which a r ise s  from th is
i s  that the notion o f grammaticality applies rather uncomfortably to
discourse. A grammar of discourse i s  more or le s s  forced to  consider
p ro b a b ilistic  rather than absolute ru les and judgements. The notion of
context, too, undergoes a sea-change in  a discourse-grammar, since what
i s ,  from the point of view o f S, the lin g u is t ic  context, i s ,  from the
point of view of D, the constituent structure and m anifestation o f i t .
I propose, therefore, to  drop the term " lin g u istic  context", and instead
use the term "discourse", which, lik e  Sanders and others, I sh a ll take as
the natural domain o f grammar.
I f  the meaning o f an S i s  describable in  princip le  in  a S-grammar, 
then so i s  the meaning of i t s  verbal context (consistin g  of other S s).
What S-grammars cannot in  princip le account for i s  the rela tion sh ip  between 
a S and i t s  surrounding context. Such rela tionsh ip s are, on the face o f  
i t ,  both semantic and formal, as I w il l  demonstrate in  the next section , 
though I sh a ll also  be suggesting that the semantic rela tion sh ip s are 
prior to the formal ones.
2.21 Discourse: informal characterization
Given the follow ing two passages* the native speaker of English, and 
even the minimally flu en t non-native speaker, can e a s ily  decide that one 
i s  continuous and the other i s  not:
51. (a) Mr. Wilson did not o ffer  a so lu tion  o f h is  own. The baby 
was never walked out in  a pram, but was always taken in  a 
carry-cot. A p o lice -p a tro l spotted him driving a car, and 
gave chase. The motion which the General Council agreed 
today w il l  go before the TUG Congress th is  week, and w il l  be 
overwhelmingly carried. The body i s  now expected to be 
buried in  Spain.
52- (a) Ered, the hungry a llig a to r  -  bar a ttra c tio n  of the M ill
Hotel, A lveley, Salop -  i s  dead, having b itten  in  h a lf the 
e le c tr ic  heater which warmed h is s ix -fo o t  tank. Hotel owner 
Mrs. June Hodson said: " I t’s quite unheard o f. Wow w e 'll  
have to  get another baby a llig a to r ; Ered was good for business. 
We're going to have him stu ffed  so h e 's  in  the deep freeze at 
the moment. ”
(A ll sentences from Sunday Times 5*9*71)
This a b il ity  to  discrim inate between connected and unconnected stretches  
of language i s  presumably a fa ir ly  basic one, and must be c lo se ly  related  
to  the assessment o f meaningfulness within sentences: the assessment, that 
Is  to  say, o f the connectivity  between words and phrases, in tra sen ten tia lly . 
Connectivity at both le v e ls  -  that i s  to  say, between sentences and within  
sentences -  i s  not merely "formal". I t  i s  a lso  -  indeed, more cru c ia lly  -  
semantic (and th is  d is tin c t io n  w il l  be drawn in  somewhat more d e ta il  in  
section s 2*22-3 below). The statement that con n ectiv ity  in  language i s  
both formal and semantic i s ,  I think, to  a l l  but the most diehard structur­
a l i s t ,  fa ir ly  uncontroversial. However, most o f the ex istin g  work on th is  
top ic  (see sec tio n  6.2  ) assumes that of the two typ es, i t  i s  the formal 
connections which are more important and more " s tr ic t ly  lin g u is t ic " . I t
w il l  be maintained in  the present study that the semantic connections 
are both prior and fundamental, and that persuasive d e fin itio n s  such as 
" s tr ic t ly  lin g u is t ic '’ have done more harm than good in  the development 
of l in g u is t ic s  by imposing a r t i f i c ia l  lim ita tion s on what may be studied.
Before in v estig a tin g  these questions further, however, I sh a ll  
inform ally d iscuss the connectiv ity , or lack of i t ,  evinced by passages 
( 51a) and (52a), and a lso  go on to demonstrate that the dichotomy d is ­
course/non-discourse i s  an oversim p lification  and that there are in ter ­
mediate types*
F ir s t ly , for  the b en efit of the le s s  than minimally flu en t non-hative 
speaker o f English, the passage o f continuous discourse i s  (52a), even 
though we may note in  passing that by some c r ite r ia  i t  i s  perhaps a good 
deal le s s  l ik e ly  than the various components o f passage (51a).
Taking passage (52a) f i r s t ,  then, the reader, consciously or not, w ill  
notice on f i r s t  reading that there i s  a clear thread o f meaning running 
through the whole p iece. We can refer to th is  as the COHERENCE of the 
passage. Examining i t  sentence by sentence, we find that each one has 
an obvious top ic  (and th is  term i s  not at th is  stage being used techn ic­
a lly )  and that furthermore, these top ics have a reasonable connection with 
each other.; The passage breaks down into  two sections (hereafter referred  
to  as S i and 82)* the f i r s t  consisting  of a complex sentence with an 
in terpolated  appositional parenthesis, the second con sistin g  of a quotation- 
introducing clause and the three graphological sentences of the quotation, 
two of which may be regarded as containing two syn tactic  main clauses 
each. The section  parts w il l  be referred to  as 8l- l>  Si„2 ©tc., and those
referred to  (some, namely the subordinate clauses, are not mentioned at
th is  point) have the thematic function of "plot-advancing1’, that i s  to  
say, they carry the main items o f information in  the d iscourse. For 
further convenience, S i_ i  and S i_2, have been divided in to  parts (marked 
a and b ), which the r e s t  o f the passage shows to be r e fe r e n tia lly  important.
52. (b) ,------------- a ------------- , , ----- b ------------------ ,
£5 l-l! lived, the a llig a to r  Is  dead (+ cause)
I a  II------------b ------------ 1
£>1- 2 : bar a ttra c tio n  of the M ill Hotel
S2 ; Hotel [Si«2b] owner Mrs. Hodson’s remarks, namely:
S2- 1 : I t  [presumably S i - J 1© quite unheard o f
S2-2: We [$ i_ 2b^' H  have to  get another a llig a to r
[ t k a n  S 1 - 1 J
S2„3 : ffred [ S i - ia3 was good for business [Sl-2a3
S2-4 i ¥e [S i„2b ] g o i n g  to have him [S i^ ia] stuffed  
S2- 5 : He [S i_ ia] fs in  the deep freeze .
Clearly, the type o f connectiv ity  selected  here i s  e s s e n tia lly  semantic 
in  nature, (although often  rea lised  by formal item s), and concerns the 
networks o f cross-feferenee in  the passage. includes a high content 
o f new Information; S2 contains a large proportion o f back reference to  
S i.
I f  we now examine passage (51a) for th is  sort of connectiv ity , a 
very d ifferen t picture emerges:
51. (b) ■
S i ! Mr. Wilson did not o ffer  a so lu tion
S^-i: The baby was never walked out in  a pram
S2- 2 : S2- l
[the baby] was always taken in  a carry-cot
S3_i? A p o lice  patrol spotted him
S3- I
S3_2 : L'fc*1® patrol] gave chase
4^ - l : ^ 0  General Council’s motion w il l  go before the TtfC
s4 - l
£>4 _2 : [the motion] w il l  be carried
S5 : The body i s  expected to be buried in  Spain.
Where passage (52a), as we have seen, contained two networks o f back-
reference, v iz . the a llig a to r  and the h otel, which were, furthermore,
e x p lic it ly  rela ted  to  each other in  the opening sentence, passage (51a), 
on the other hand, contains only three clear cases o f back-reference, a l l  
of which are in tra - , and not in te r - , sen ten tia l, and a l l  o f which are 
represented in  the above analysis by restored d e le tio n s, i . e .  they are 
cases o f simple rep etitio n  rather than reference. There seems to be no 
clear to p ica l connectiv ity , as there was in  passage (52a), where the 
sentences were "about” e ith er  the a llig a to r  or, s l ig h t ly  ambiguously, 
the h o tel (seen, that i s ,  as e ith er the place or the proprietorship).
The to p ics  of passage (51a) are: Mr. Wilson, a baby, a p o lice  p a tro l/ 
"him”, a motion o f the General Council, a body, and although the poss­
i b i l i t y  of some semantic connection between these to p ics  (which w il l  be 
referred to presently , in  the d iscussions o f grammatical and le x ic a l  
connection) must be admitted, i t  would evidently  be o f a somewhat per­
verse and occasional nature.
Examining both passages now for another aspect o f semantic connect­
iv i t y ,  we turn to  an an alysis o f the le x ic a l patterning. (Reasons of 
length , however, forbid me from discussing what le x ic a l  patterning i s ,  
and how i t  works).
Lexical patterning occurs, obviously enough, in  the domain o f  
le x ic a l item s, and so in  order to  obtain an informal picture of the 
word-word connections in  passage (52a), a type o f semantic f ie ld  diagram 
may be constructed with a llig a to r  and hotel as i t s  tw in nodes (se lected  
previously on grounds of to p ica l connection, as we have seen ):
52. (c)
heater
e le c tr icwarmed
in  h a lf





{ hotela llig a to r
attract ion-hungry bar
good- ■business
(52c) in ev itab ly  leaves many questions unanswered, but as a rough 
in d ication  o f the le x ic a l  connections w ithin that particu lar discourse, 
i t s  value i s  considerable. Two points need to be made, however, which 
demonstrate the inadequacy o f an unlabelled diagram such as th is :  f i r s t ,  
the rela tion sh ip s between the connected items are of many possib le kinds. 
Some are 1 grammatical” (although in  th isrstudy most of these w il l  be 
regarded as prim arily semantic, and grammatical only secondarily); some 
are e n tire ly  semantic, and some are s itu a tio n a l o f cu ltu ra l, r e f lec tin g  
so c io -cu ltu ra l rather than sp e c if ic a lly  l in g u is t ic  assumptions or 
expectations (c f . section s 2.11 and 2.13 above). P h on olog ica l/lex ica l 
relation sh ip s are also  p ossib le  (though not .in th is  particular discourse) 
puns, rhymes, chimes, e tc . Some of these rela tion sh ip s intpassage (52a)
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location , type 
benefic iary , possessor  
purpose, function  
attrib ute  (sta te )
Many o f these re la tio n s , i t  w il l  be noted, do not f a l l  e a s ily  in to  the 
ro les  or predicate-term s o f, for example, case-grammar (which I sh a ll be 
using and d iscussing subsequently: see Ch. IV). Obviously, a great deal 
of work remains even before we can iso la te  with any confidence the prim itive  
terms of our grammar. But th is  should not be allowed to  paralyse our fac­
u lt ie s :  perfect understanding i s  b u ilt  up through imperfect hypotheses.
The second point i s  th at, over and above the l in g u is t ic  and extra- 
l in g u is t ic  relation sh ip s between words just referred to , there i s  another 
type of (possib ly) e x tr a -lin g u is tic  bond which r e f le c ts  the probability  
that certa in  pairs or se ts  of words w il l  occur together. I say "pairs or 
sets" because, although where such phenomena have been studied i t  seems 
to  have generally been assumed that they take place between pairs of 
words, i t  nevertheless seems clear that many, perhaps a l l ,  h igh-probability  
pairings occur w ithin a fa ir ly  sp e c if ic  context provided by another word 
or words. Thus in  passage (52a), for example, given a ll ig a to r , ’habitat* 
might most probably be expected to be something lik e  mangrove swamp, 
tro p ica l r iver  or the l ik e . With the additional contextual connotation 
of 'c a p t iv ity 1, however, (implied by the possessive rela tion sh ip  between 
Ho te l  and a ll ig a to r ) . tank i s  one of the few items p ossib le , rea liz in g  
1 habitat *. I sh a ll subsequently refer  to le x ic a l patterning, as shown 
in  (52c), as COLLOCATION, but th is  term is  here used somewhat d ifferen tly  
from i t s  most habitual usage in  B ritish  lin g u is t ic s  (particu larly  -  indeed, 
almost ex c lu siv e ly  -  those o f a Firthian or neo-Firthian persuasion). See 
section  2 . 12 .
The terms used without introduction in  Fig. (52d) naturally need 
further explanation. I propose at th is  stage to  comment on them only 
se le c tiv e ly j  fu lle r .d isc u ss io n  must wait u n til Ch. IV.
The network o f interlocking relationsh ips depicted in  Fig. (52c) i s  
claimed to be exhaustive for th is  passage. We can confidently  expect
other rela tion sh ip s between the le x ic a l items in  passage (52a) to  be 
p ossib le; they have not, however, been selected  by the w riter of passage 
(52a) as sem antically important. So, for example, i f  the a llig a to r  i s  
in  the h o te l, and the a llig a to r  i s  in  the tank, then (assuming that hotels  
are bigger than a llig a to r-ta n k s) the tank i s  n ecessarily  also in  the h o te l. 
This p articu lar rela tion sh ip , however, i s  not drawn in  passage (52a), nor 
i s  i t  important as an im plication  a ffec tin g  other re la tio n sh ip s.
Several poin ts w il l  be made about Fig. (52d). F ir s t ly , o f the various 
rela tion sh ip s referred to there, many are o f the kind which, in  tra d itio n a l 
English grammar and in  the grammars o f in f le c t in g  languages* are normally 
ca lled  CASES, As has amply been demonstrated elsewhere, however, (e .g . 
Fillmore 1968), case-forms in  languages which have them are the su p er fic ia l 
rea lisa tio n s  in  those languages of configurations and rela tion sh ip s in  the 
"real world". Languages (such as English) which have no (or few) case-  
forms w il l  express the same configurations and rela tion sh ip s in  other ways. 
For th is  reason (and others) the semantic structure o f language, which 
expresses these underlying configurations and rela tion sh ip s d irec tly , i s  
considered by many lin g u is ts  to  be prior in  some way to the formal side  
o f language, which trea ts  of such things as case-form s. The underlying 
cases (or ro les  as they are ca lled  in  the la te r  work o f Langendoen (1970), 
e t c . ) ,  which have been studied in  recent work, include many o f the 
rela tion sh ip s displayed in  Fig. (52d): lo ca tiv e , p ossessive, instrum ental, 
cause, r e su lt , agent, b en efic iary , e tc . I sh a ll not d iscuss these further 
here, but leave th is  subject u n t il  Oh. I¥ .
Other functions deriving from a sim ilarly  semantic or ig in  occur in
a ssoc ia tion  with surface structure verbal elements: action , s ta te : while
ST
yet others -  which have been discussed ir^/approaches -  would fin d  a place 
in  the lex icon: thus, presumably, hyponyms (such as h otel/b ar) i . e .  a 
•whole/part' or •in clu sive/in clu d ed ' rela tion sh ip , se le c tio n a l r e s tr ic tio n s  
of various kinds (e .g . s tu ffed , which requires th at i t s  object be inanimate 
and s p e c if ic a l ly  non-liv ing, at le a st  in  the sense relevant to passage 
( 52a )) ,  and other types o f what might lo o se ly  be ca lled  "semantic f ie ld  
relations"  (e .g . h o te l/b u sin ess , bite/hungry) , though i t  i s  not always 
easy to  see how an ST s e le c t io n a l /s t r ic t  subcategory r e s tr ic t io n  approach 
w ill  account for a l l  o f the rela tion sh ip s which are revealed in  (52d).
Before sim ilar ly  examining passage (51a), I should make the point 
that many o f the co llo ca tio n a l rela tionsh ip s which e x is t  in  a given
language w il l  be of a restr ic ted  kind, r estr ic ted , th at i s ,  not only by 
the mutual expectancy o f the co llocatin g  item s, but more cru c ia lly , by 
the general s itu a tio n  in  which the whole discourse takes place ( c f . 21.11 
and 2.13 above). Thus, w ithin the type o f language-situation  generally  
characterised as "journalese", the meaning o f the headline
WEST'S BID FAILS
w il l  vary according to the general s itu a tion  (including top ic) o f the 
particular discourse Introduced by the headline: given a discourse about 
in tern ation al re la tio n s , WEST would refer to the Western world, and BID 
would probably mean 'attempt (to seek a peaceful s o lu t io n . . . ' ,  or what­
ever) ; a discourse about a card-game would probably e n ta il  that WEST 
referred to the player on the right of the dealer, and that the BID 
referred to the stipu lated  number o f tr ick s  contracted for  in  a hand o f, 
probably, bridge; while in  a discourse about an auction, WEST might refer  
to  a particu lar dealer or company, and BID to h is  o ffer .
The foregoing remarks about s itu a tio n  are intended to be no more 
than in d ica tive  of i t s  relevance to  the question o f discourse (and c f .  
section s 2 .1-2 .15)*  What appears to  be indicated i s  that s itu a tio n a l 
context must be taken in to  account in  both the comprehension and, perhaps 
more in ter e st in g ly  for  current lin g u is t ic  thought, the production of 
language. However, i t  should not be assumed that s itu a tio n  i s  relevant 
to  comprehension and production o f language in  the same way and at the 
same stage o f the respective processes: in  fa c t , at the reception end of 
the language-event, the discourse i s  of course a unity, a given whole, in  
which i t  i s  extremely d if f ic u lt  to  separate out "situktional" determinants 
from " lin gu istic"  determinants without benefit o f further evidence. This 
i s  mainly to be sought in  the production end of discourse wherein i t  i s  
r e la t iv e ly  easy to  sort out one side from the other.
Passage (51a) may be sim ilarly  examined for le x ic a l  connectiv ity .
Fig. (51o) shows the resu lt:
51. (e)
Mr. Wilson; o ffer  so lu tio n  I ^ " " • -V' b'aby^  walked-out-------pram v
' v X  /  } II
7 / N >  1 / +  '/ /  \  taken----------carry-cot /
’ ? it • , *1 ^
/  / ~~ ~ ~~ — -(him)
d r iv in g  police-patroL-------- spotted-------?/
N\  h i










•buried- in  Spain V
C learly, the only unquestionable connections occur w ithin the b lo c k s ” 
marked I  -  V, blocks which o f course exactly  correspond with the ind ividual 
sentences o f passages (51a). Apart from the obvious le x ic a l  connections, 
i t  w il l  be noted that there are several problem atical lin k s (marked with  
queried broken lin e s )  which, i f  accepted, would have to be interpreted as 
metaphorical, pejorative, or otherwise fig u ra tiv e . The reasons for  th is  
are not hard to  find: f i r s t ly ,  i t  should be noted that among the speakers 
of any language, there i s  a "drive to  interpret", that i s  to  say th at, 
faced with a stretch  o f language-like m aterial, there i s  a strong pre­
sumption on the part of the hearer/reader that i t  indeed "makes sense",
(c f . G rice's Co-operative P r in cip le). I f  th is  stretch  o f language contains 
recognisable sentences, then i t  fo llow s, I think, th at there i s  a presump­
t io n  o f connectiv ity  between them. This general, socio -p sych o lin gu istic  
sta te  helps to  provide a "climate" w ithin which sp ec ia l extraordinary 
connections are sought i f  no obvious ordinary ones can be found. I t  
might a lso  be mentioned at th is  point (and somewhat expanded shortly) 
that the th ird  type of connectiv ity  that we sh a ll presently  be looking 
a t, namely the set of formal connecting devices o ften  ca lled  COHESION,
n: <7)
has as an important property that i t s  semantic functions are very non­
sp e c if ic :  in  other words, the meaning of cohesive items invariably a r ises  
out o f a simple id e n tity  relation sh ip  with some fu lly -sp e c if ie d  le x ic a l  
items elsewhere in  the discourse, and since th is  rela tion sh ip  i s  always 
only minimally sp ec ified  (in  English, anyway) -  for example, in  English  
personal pronouns, only number and, in  the 3rd person singular only, 
gender can recur in  the copied form -  th is  c lea r ly  means that anv le x ic a l  
item which i s  able to  s a t is fy  such very generalised id e n tity  conditions i s  
p o ten tia lly  in terpretab le as the o r ig in a l o f the copy. An example may be 
seen in  sentence XII of passage (51a):
51. (e) A p o lice -p a tro l spotted him driving a car, and gave chase.
I t  i s  a matter of e x tra lin g u ist ic  fa c t that the word him in  (51e) actu a lly  
refers  to  a p o lice  suspect, who i s  antecedently referred to quite normally 
in  the discourse from which the sentence i s  l i f t e d .  However, in  passage 
(51a ), which the reader must by now surely suspect i s  not in  p rin c ip le , as 
i t  i s  not in  fa c t , a genuine discourse, the (m inim ally-specified) pronoun 
him could re fer  to e ith er  o f two antecedents, Mr. Wilson or the baby, the  
former o f which f u l f i l s  the necessary conditions o f m asculinity and sing­
u la r ity  (grammatically speaking, at le a s t ) ,  while the la t te r  i s  certa in ly  
singular and could be masculine. (Of course, of the two, Mr. Wilson i s  
more l ik e ly  on on to log ica l grounds -  i f  for no other reason than that 
babies in  our world do not often  drive c a r s ) .
P oten tia l cohesive relationsh ip s o f th is  sort, then, can obviously  
ind icate  semantic in terpretation s which have in  fa c t been forced by the 
indeterminacy of the pronoun. Other types o f indeterminacy, however, are 
possib le  -  such as that gained by the use of co -referen ts . The overriding  
s t y l i s t i c  requirement in  English, and many other languages, i s  that in  
normal circumstances rep etitio n  must at almost a l l  costs  be avoided. In  
most d iscourses, the subject or top ic  concerns some item which must be 
constantly referred to . Thus there i s  an in b u ilt ten sion  between the need 
to  repeat the referen t, and the need to avoid r ep etit io n . One way in  which 
i t  i s  p ossib le  to  repeat a reference without tedium or lo s s  of s p e c if ic ity  
i s  to  use a near-synonym or e lse  a co-referent, i . e .  a locution  which 
refers to  the same subject but in  d ifferen t terms (c f . section  2 . 16) , e .g . :  
51. (f)  Harold Wilson
(g) The Prime M inister
(h) The former leader of the Opposition
( i)  The hon. member for Huyton, e tc .
S in c e  such  a  c o - r e fe r e n c e  may he to  any a t t r i b u t e  o f  th e  r e f e r e n t ,  and 
s in c e  any a t t i t u d e  t o  th e  r e f e r e n t  o r  c o n n o ta t io n  o f  th e  r e f e r e n t  may 
in d e p e n d e n tly  be in c lu d e d , i t  fo llo w s  t h a t  such  p h ra s e s  a s
51. ( j )  The fo re m o st w earer o f  Gannex r a in c o a t s  
(k) T hat s h i f ty - e y e d  p ipe-sm oker 
( l )  The b e s t  Prim e M in is te r  s in c e  th e  war 
(m) The w o rs t Prim e M in is te r  s in c e  th e  war 
(n) The s im p le to n , e t c .  e t c .  
c o u ld  e q u a l ly  w e ll  be c o - r e f e r e n t s  o f  H aro ld  W ilson , g iv e n  th e  t im e , 
s i t u a t i o n ,  and a p p ro p r ia te ly -m in d e d  sp e ak e r  ( c f .  s e c t io n s  2 .1 3 -1 4 )-  A ll  
o f  w hich i s  a  p ream ble t o  th e  a s s e r t i o n  t h a t  s e n te n c e s  I  and I I  co u ld  
c o n c e iv a b ly  be l in k e d  by ta k in g  
51 (o ) The baby
as co -re feren tia l with Mr. Wilson, used o f course in  a pejorative way.
O th er f o rc e d  i n t e r s e n t e n t i a l  l e x i c a l  r e l a t i o n s h ip s  may be su g g e s te d  
betw een  d r iv in g  and m o tion , and G en era l C ouncil o r  C ongress and body .
I n  b o th  o f  th e s e  c a s e s ,  a  l e x i c a l  c o n n e c tio n  seems p o s s ib l e :  d r iv in g  i s  
a  s o r t  o f  m o tio n  ( i . e .  i s  in c lu d e d  i n  th e  te rm  m o tio n ) and a  C o u n c il o r  
C ongress i s  a  s o r t  o f  body. I t  need no t be em phasised  to o  much h e re , o f  
c o u rs e , t h a t  i n  p a ssag e  ( 51a) m otion  and body q u i te  c l e a r l y  have d i f f e r e n t  
s e n se s  from  th e s e :  th e  i n t r a s e n t e n t i a l  c o l lo c a t io n  a lo n e  in d ic a te s  t h i s .  
M otion  i n  th e  se n se  o f  'm ovem ent1 i s  u n l ik e ly  t o  be a g re e d  o r  c a r r i e d : 
b ody i n  th e  se n se  o f  'c o l l e c t i o n  o f  p e o p le ' i s  u n l ik e ly ,  e x c e p t i n  some 
p e jo r a t i v e  o r  f i c t i o n a l  fram ew ork, t o  be b u r ie d .
For a discourse, then, the well-formedness condition which a grammar 
must account for i s  not grammaticality, but con n ectiv ity . We have seen  
that th is  has three aspects:
( i )  COHERENCE (se m a n tic  c o n n e c tio n )
( i i )  COLLOCATION ( le x ic a l connection)
( i i i )  COHESION (formal connection)
I t  i s ,  how ever, th e  c o n te n t io n  o f  t h i s  s tu d y  t h a t  ( i i )  and ( i i i )  a re  i n  
f a c t  a s p e c ts  o f  ( i ) :  c o l lo c a t io n  o p e ra te s  w ith  sem an tic  c o n n e c tio n  ( c f .  
(5 2 d )) ,  and c o h e s io n  i s  w ho lly  acco u n ted  f o r  by th e  e x ig e n c e s  o f  i d e n t i ­
f i c a t i o n  and c o n t r a s t  (w hich, n o te , a re  sem an tic  c o n d it io n s )  w i th in  a 
d i s c o u r s e .  A ty p e  o f  coh eren ce  not y e t  d is c u s s e d , b u t w hich w i l l  sub­
s e q u e n t ly  be se e n  to  be o f  c o n s id e ra b le  im p o rtan ce  i n  th e  d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  
NR&, p a r t i c u l a r l y ,  i s  im p l ic a tu r e . th e  p rag m a tic  c o n n e c t iv i ty  betw een
one se n te n c e  and a n o th e r  i n  a  d is c o u rs e  (see  s e c t io n s  5 *2 -3 )• C ohesion  
and co h eren ce  w i l l  be exam ined i n  g r e a t e r  d e t a i l  i n  s e c t io n s  2 . 22-4?.'
2 .2 2  C ohesion
C ohesion  d e n o te s  th e  s y n ta c t i c  in te rc o n n e c te d n e s s  o f  s e n te n c e s  i n  
d is c o u r s e ,  and c o n c e rn s  such  p ro c e s s e s  o f  anapho ra  and d e ix i s  a s  pronom - 
i n a l i z a t i o n ,  d e f i n i t i z a t i o n ,  and s t r e s s  p lac e m e n t. A l l  o f  th e s e  may d i s p la y  
a b s o lu te  o r  s lo p p y  I d e n t i t y  w ith  a n  a n te c e d e n t ,  w hich, c o n tr a ry  t o  t r a d ­
i t i o n a l  TG t r e a tm e n t  i s  a s  l i k e l y  to  be o u ts id e  a  g iv e n  se n te n c e  a s  in s id e  
i t  (and  i n  f a c t ,  g iv e n  th e  ST p o s i t i o n  t h a t  sem an tic  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  
in c lu d in g  th e  r e c o g n i t io n  o f  i d e n t i t y ,  t a k e s  p la c e  a t  th e  l e v e l  o f  DS, 
a n te c e d e n t  and anaphor w i l l  a lw ays be i n  s e p a ra te  S s t r u c t u r e s .  Such 
f a c t s  a s  th e s e  l e d  i n  SST to  th e  p a r t i a l  abandonment o f  t h i s  p o s i t io n ,  
i n  fa v o u r  o f  th e  s u r f a c e  s t r u c tu r e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  a n a p h o r ic a l  phenom­
ena) . The ST p o s i t i o n  on p ro n o m in a liz a t io n  was e x p re s s e d , w ith  h i s  th e n  
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c -  p u g n a c ity , by P a u l P o s ta l  ( a l th o u g h  I  do n o t know w hether 
h i s  p r e s e n t  commitment t o  th e  GS p o s i t i o n  has l e d  him to  m odify  th e  view  
s i n c e ) :
" I  would a rg u e  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  r e a l l y  no o th e r  m eaning [ th a n  
th e  se n te n c e  i n t e r n a l  m eaning o f  a  p ro n o u n ] . The id e a  t h a t  a 
form  l ik e  she i n  s e n te n c e s  such  a s  she dances w e l l  i s  a  " r e p la c e ­
m ent" o r  " s u b s t i t u t e "  f o r  some o th e r  noun, say  i n  " d is c o u rs e  
c o n te x ts "  o r  th e  l i k e ,  seems to  me c o m p le te ly  w ith o u t b a s i s .
Such an  a ssu m p tio n  e x p la in s  n o th in g  f o r  th e  q u i te  sim ple  r e a s o n  
t h a t  th e r e  i s  n o th in g  r e a l l y  to  e x p la in .  I t  i s  q u i te  s u f f i c i e n t  
to  in d ic a te  p r e c i s e ly  t h a t  such  form s r e f e r  to  o b je c t - ty p e s  whose 
p a r t i c u l a r  r e f e r e n t s  a re  assum ed by th e  sp e ak e r  to  be known to  
th e  p e rs o n  spoken t o . "
(1 9 6 9 a :202 f n .3 )
N o tice  t h a t  P o s t a l ’ s s o lu t io n  to  th e  p e r f e c t l y  p r e d i c ta b l e  d i f f i c u l t y  f o r  
S-gram m ars t h a t  some an ap h o ra  i s  u n d e n ia b ly  i n t e r s e n t e n t i a l ,  i s  t o  f a l l  
back  upon th e  hazy n o t io n  o f  s p e a k e r -h e a re r  a s su m p tio n s , which I  have 
c r i t i c i s e d  i n  s e c t io n  2 .1 6 . B oth  ST and EST how ever, i n  o rd e r  to  a v o id  
th e  h o r ro r s  o f  d is c o u rs e  grammar, a re  fo rc e d  i n to  u n c o m fo rta b le  p o s tu r e s  
b ro u g h t on by ad hoc m o d if ic a t io n s  to  an  in a d e q u a te  m odel. The fo llo w in g  
segm ent o f  a  d is c o u r s e  (from  a sp on taneous f a d io  d i s c u s s io n  on V ir g in ia  
W o o lf 's  To th e  l ig h th o u s e ) w i l l  se rv e  to  i l l u s t r a t e  many o f  th e  p ro c e s s e s  
o f  c o h e s io n :
53* (a) 1. D ilvs Pow ell: And I think Mr. Ramsay's such a wonderful
character, i s n 't  he?
2 . Tom D r ib e r g : Yes.
3* P .P . : That strange philosopher charging up beside
him, w o n d erfu l c h a r a c te r ,  and a l l  th e  tim e  a lw ays 
f r i g h te n s  everybody . He lo n g s  f o r  r e a s s u ra n c e ,  he
lo n g s  f o r  M rs. Ramsay to  say  ' I  lo v e  y o u '.  She
n ev e r q u i te  says  i t ,  b u t i t ’s im p l ie d .
4* T .P . : I  wonder w hether when I t  was f i r s t  p u b lis h e d  i n
n in e te e n - tw e n ty - seven , t h a t  was, a f t e r  a l l ,  a f t e r  
F reud , w a s n 't  i t ,  th e  a v e rag e  r e a d e r  re c o g n is e d  
th e  v e ry  s tro n g  se x u a l sym bolism  th ro u g h o u t th e  
book -  b e c au se , o f  co u rse  th e  l ig h th o u s e  i s  a  
p h a l l i c  emblem, and Jam es, th e  son, th e  l i t t l e  boy 
Jam es. who w ants ho b a d ly  t o  go to  th e  l ig h th o u s e  
and i s  f r u s t r a t e d  a l l  th e  t im e , e x p l i c i t l y  h a te s  
h i s  f a t h e r  and w ants to  s ta b  him t o  d e a th , which 
o c c u rs  b o th  e a r ly  and l a t e  i n  th e  book.
5. P .P . : But j u s t  a t  th e  end t h e r e 's  a r e c o n c i l i a t i o n .
6* T.P. : I t ' s  th is  Oedipus thing r e a lly .
7. Julian M itch ell; The lighthouse does ra ise  a l l  sorts of
questions about what exactly  the symbols are, whether 
in  fa c t you invent your own rather, and put them in . 
C ertainly one o f them i s  the l i t t l e  boy who, now in  
adolescence, steps on to  the lighthouse and that i s  
h is coming to manhood, presumably.
8. T.P .:  Well, quite, yes.
9* P .P . : I sn ’t  i t  te r r ib le , I just don’t  see any of these
sexual symbols, I never am aware of them. I j u s t . 
don't see them. I just don't care about these  
p h a llic  symbols. I think they're -
10* J*M .: I  th in k  t h e y 'r e  meant t o  o p e ra te  on an  -  no t on
a c o n sc io u s  l e v e l ,  so t h a t ' s  f i n e ,  you know.
11- ELP.: Good.
12. J .M .: And I  d o n 't  t h in k  t h e y 'r e  m eant to  be o b t r u s i v e .
13* P .P . : Well, they're not obtrusive to  me, and and and
I I I  th in k  t h a t  i n  a  way th e  l a s t  s c e n e , when th e y  
a r r i v e  a t  th e  l ig h th o u s e ,  i t ' s a k in d  o f  r e c o n c i l i a t i o n ,  
when th e  boy and th e  f a t h e r  a re  a t  l a s t  r e c o n c i le d ,  
and th e y  re a c h e d  a  k in d  o f  u n d e rs ta n d in g . I n  f a c t  
i t ' s  a  k in d  o f  c o n c lu s io n  n o t t o  l i v e  i n  l i f e ,  b u t  to  
l i f e ,  a  k in d  o f  c o n c lu s io n  o f  o n e ' s b e in g  i n  e x is te n c e ,  
w hich I  th in k  i s  m a rv e llo u s , t r p l y .
( M a in  s t r e s s  i s  i n d i c a t e d  b y  i t a l i c i z a t i o n .  T h e  d i a l o g u e  e x c h a n g e s  a r e  
n u m b e r e d  f o r  e a s e  o f  r e f e r e n c e ) .  T h e  i m m e d i a t e l y  p r e c e d i n g  c o n t e x t  c o n ­
c e r n s  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  o f  t h e  n o v e l  a n d  t h e  f a c i l i t y  o f  i t s  a u t h o r ,  s o  t h e r e
i s  no immediate to p ic a l  or anaphoric l in k : exchange 1 begins a new"paragraph", 
a lthough th e re  are  re fe ren ces  to  the  preceding d isco u rse , e .g . in
53. (b) T hat s tr a n g e  p h ilo s o p h e r  c h a rg in g  up b e s id e  him, 
t h a t  r e f e r s  back  to  a p re c e d in g  r e f e r e n c e :
54* th e  p h ilo s o p h e r  Rudy, alw ays r e c i t i n g  a lo u d , c h a rg in g  abou t 
th e  g a rd e n  r e c i t i n g  The Charge o f  th e  L ig h t B rig ad e ,
w hich o c c u rs  sev en  exchanges p re v io u s ly ,  th r e e  o f  them  more i n  th e  n a tu re
o f  m onologues, s in c e  th e y  a re  lo n g e r  even th a n  exchanges 2  an(i  12. i n
(5 3 a ) , w hich I  would a ls o  r a t e  a s  m onologues. However, Ig n o rin g  such
ex ten d ed  c o n n e c tio n s , l e t  us lo o k  b r i e f l y  a t  th e  th r e e  p ro c e s s e s  o f  c o h e s io n
m entioned  above.:
( i)  P ro n o m in a liz a t io n . Exam ples o f  i n t e r s e n t e n t i a l  p ro n o m in a liz a t io n  a r e :
( a n te c e d e n t:  Mr. Ramsay i n  E l ) ;
(am biguous. A n teced en t e i t h e r  Mr. Ramsay 
i n  E l  o r  t h a t  s t r a n g e  p h ilo s o p h e r  i n  E3. 
D isa m b ig u a tio n  i n  f a c t  i s  from  th e  p re c e d in g  
d is c o u rs e  -  a g a in  sev en  exchanges b e fo re  -  
"Mr. Ramsay lo n g s  f o r  some k in d  o f  r e a s s u r ­
ance from  h is  w i f e " ) ;
(am biguous. A n te c ed e n t: e i t h e r  M rs. Ramsay 
i n  p re v io u s  S, o r  V ir g in ia  Woolf i n  exchange 
p re c e d in g  E l .  D isam b igua ted  a s  b e f o r e ) ;  
(R eference  depends on t h a t  o f  s h e : i f  she = 
M rs. Ramsay, a s  i n  f a c t  i t  d o es , t h e n  i t  
r e f e r s  to  "I  lo v e  you" i n  p re v io u s  s e n te n c e . 
The second i t  th e n  d i s p la y s  s lo p p y  i d e n t i t y
w ith  t h i s  a n te c e d e n t ,  s in c e  what i s  im p lie d
i s  p resum ably  no t ' I  lo v e  y o u 1, b u t ' t h e  
f a c t  t h a t  M rs. Ramsay lo v e d  Mr. R am say '.
I f  she -  V ir g in ia  W oolf, th e n  i t  r e f e r s  to  
som ething l i k e  'p r e v io u s  S ' ,  s in c e  t h i s  
would now be a m e ta l i n g u is t ic  comment). 
P ro n o m in a liz a t io n  i s  n o t n e c e s s a r i ly  a n a p h o ric , i . e .  w ith  a  p re c e d in g  r e f e r ­
ence i n  th e  v e rb a l  c o n te x t .  I t  can  a ls o  be e x o p h o ric  ( r e f e r r in g  to  th e  
s i t u a t i o n a l  c o n te x t ) ,  I n  which case  th e  pronoun i s ,  c o n tr a ry  to  th e  u s u a l  
p o s i t i o n  i n  v e rb a l  c o n te x t ,  s t r e s s e d ,  e .g .  "H e 's  l a t e "  v s .  "H e 's  l a t e " : 
th e  fo rm er b u t n o t th e  l a t t e r  can  r e f e r  t o  an  in d iv id u a l  i n  th e  s i t u a t i o n  
n o t p r e v io u s ly  d is c u s s e d  o r  r e f e r r e d  t o .  I t  can  a ls o  be c a ta p h o r ic ,  i . e .  
r e f e r r i n g  t o  su b seq u e n t v e r b a l  c o n te x t ,  e .g .  i t  i n  th e  f i r s t  l i n e  o f  E4 ,
w hich p o s s ib ly  r e f e r s  fo rw ard  to  th e  book (a lth o u g h  i t  c o u ld  be a rgued
E (xchange) 3 -  him
he (x 2 )
she
i t  (x 2 )
t h a t  book i s  i m p l i c i t  i n  th e  whole d i s c u s s io n ,  and i t  I s  i n  any case  e x p l i c i t  
i n  s e v e r a l  p la c e s  i n  th e  v e rb a l  c o n te x t  p re c e d in g  ( 53a ) ,  which would make 
i t  a n a p h o r ic ) .  The c a ta p h o r ic  f u n c t io n  o f  i t  h e re  i s  su g g e s te d , th o u g h , by 
th e  f a c t  t h a t  i t s  presum ed " p o s tc e d e n t" , book l a t e r  on i n  t h i s  s e n te n c e , i s  
s t r e s s e d ,  w hich i s  u n l ik e ly  f o r  a  mere r e p e t i t i o n .  D e s p ite  i t s  am biguous 
o c c u rre n c e  i n  t h i s  s h o r t  c o rp u s , how ever, c a ta p h o r ic  p ro n o m in a liz a t io n  i s  
no t uncommon.
( i i )  D e f i n i t i z a t i o n . Two o f  th e  th r e e  k in d s  o f  r e f e r e n c e  a c t s  n o ted  above 
may t r i g g e r  th e  p ro c e s s  o f  d e f i n i t i z a t i o n ,  nam ely,' an ap h o ra  and c a ta p h o ra . 
A gain, th e y  w i l l  a lm o st alw ays o p e ra te  betw een s e n te n c e s ,  o r  a t  l e a s t  b e t ­
ween "DS"s. D e f i n i t i z a t i o n  i s  a c tu a l l y  a  s ta g e  i n  p ro n o m in a liz a t io n  and th e  
d e r i v a t i o n  o f  d e m o n s tra t iv e s , b u t we s h a l l  c o n f in e  o u r s e lv e s  to  u se s  o f  th e  
d e f i n i t e  a r t i c l e  I n  (5 3 a ) , s in c e  t h i s  i s  t o  be th e  s u b je c t  o f  s e c t io n  3*1.
A n ap h o ric : E4 ~ t h e  book (A n teced en t: "we move to  p e rh a p s  a
l a d i e s 1 book one can  s a y " ) ;
th e  l ig h th o u s e  (A n tec e d e n t: " t h e r e 's  a  l i g h t ­
house and you see th e  beam f l a s h in g  a t  n i g h t " ) ;  
th e  son  (A n teced en t: " T h e re 's  a  fa m ily  o f  
c h i ld r e n ,  and th e  y o u n g est o f  them , Jam es. . . " ) ;  
a l l  o f  th e s e  a n te c e d e n ts  p rec e d e  ( 53a ) .  
t h e  v e ry  s tro n g  s e x u a l  sym bolism  th ro u g h o u t 
th e  b o o k ;
th e  l i t t l e  boy who, now i n  a d o le sc e n c e , s te p s  
on to  th e  l ig h th o u s e .
The t h i r d  k in d  o f  r e f e r e n c e  a c t ,  exophora , h a rd ly  seems to  a p p ly  to  d e f i n i t i ­
z a t io n  i n  t h a t  d e f i n i t e  NPs u sed  i n  a  way an a lo g o u s  t o  exophora a p p e a r  e i t h e r  
to  be c a ta p h o r ic  (th e  man coming in to  th e  room) o r  hom ophoric (p le a s e  l i f t  
th e  s e a t ) ,  c f .  s e c t i o n  2 .1 6 . Exam ples In  (53a) a r e :
t h e  av erag e  r e a d e r : 
th e  e n d :
t h i s  O e d ip u s :th in g ) ; 
th e  l a s t  s c e n e .
I n  g e n e ra l  te rm s , s t r e s s  p lacem en t i s  a  f u n c t io n  
o f  th e  im p o rtan ce  a t ta c h e d  by a  sp e a k e r  to  some e le m e n ts  o f  h i s  d is c o u r s e .  
Under norm al ( v iz .  unem phatic) c o n d it io n s ,  i t  a p p l i e s  s e m i-a u to m a t ic a lly , 
w ith  new l e x i c a l  e le m e n ts  b e in g , i n  e f f e c t ,  s t r e s s e d ,  ( e .g .  p h a l l i c  i n  E4 ) 
and r e p e a te d  ones b e in g  red u ced  i n  s t r e s s  ( e .g .  p h a l l i c  i n  E9 ) . However, 
t h e r e  a re  some im m ediate c a v e a t s : em phatic  s t r e s s  i s  p la c e d  under fo c u s
C a ta p h o r ic :  E4
E7




( i i i )  S t r e s s  p la c e m e n t.
c o n d i t io n s ,  and fo c u s  (see  s e c t io n  2 . 3 ) i s  p a r t l y  a  f u n c t io n  o f  s u b je c t -  
m a t te r  and p a r t l y  o f  i n t e n t i o n : t h i s  means t h a t  r e p e a te d  item s a re  no t 
n e c e s s a r i ly  red u c e d  i n  s t r e s s :  som etim es, f o r  re a s o n s  o f  s u b je c t - m a t te r  o r 
i n te n t i o n ,  th e y  may be e m p h a tic a lly  s t r e s s e d ;  i t  a ls o  means t h a t  no t o n ly  
le x ic a ] ,  e le m en ts  a re  c a p a b le  o f  r e c e iv in g  (em phatic ) s t r e s s :  s t r u c t u r a l  
ite m s  ( e .g .  and i n  $ 4 , me_ i n  E13) may b e a r  em phatic  s t r e s s ;  c o n t r a s t iv e  
em phatic  s t r e s s  a c tu a l l y  c o n t r a s t s  some item  w ith  th e  o th e r  members o f  i t s  
im m ediate s e t :
55. (a) I l ik e
°1
s t r a w b e r r i e s -  , 
2
b u t h a te -
G1
g o o s e b e r r ie s -
2
(b) ? I l i k e -
C1
s t r a w b e r r i e s -  , 
2
b u t h a te -
G1
v in e g a r -  . 
2
(c) ??I l i k e -
C1
s t r a w b e r r i e s -  , 
2
b u t h a te -
G1
K irk e g a a rd -  .
2
(d) ??I l i k e -
°1
s t r a w b e r r i e s -  ,
2
b u t h a te — 
G1
i n to l e r a n c e -  .
2
where th e  s u b s c r ip t s  mark th e  c r o s s - c o n t r a s t s .  N o tice  t h a t  th e  l e s s  
im m ediate th e  s e t  f o r  C^, th e  more d o u b tfu l  th e  s e n te n c e .  "Im m ediate s e t"  
i s  d e f in e d  a s  l e x i c a l  s e t  f o r  l e x i c a l  item s and (c lo s e d )  m o rp h o lo g ic a l s e t  
f o r  g ram m atica l i te m s .
I  s h a l l  n o t  d i s c u s s  p r o n o m i n a l i z a t i o n  o r  s t r e s s - p l a c e m e n t  f u r t h e r .
For view s on th e  d i s c o u r s e - f u n c t io n  o f  p ro n o m in a liz a t io n , see  Lockwood 
1969, (com paring  tagm em ic, s t r a t i f i c a t i o n a l  and TG a p p ro a c h e s ) , P ike  and 
Lowe 1969 (on th e  s w itc h in g  from  1 s t  to  2nd p e rs o n  i n  d i r e c t  speech  embedded 
i n  d i r e c t  speech ) and D e l i s l e  1973 (whose c o n c lu s io n s  ab o u t backw ard p ro ­
n o m in a liz a tio n , how ever, seem to  me q u i te  i n c o r r e c t ) .  On s t r e s s -p la c e m e n t  
i n  d ia lo g u e , see  G un ter I 9 6 6 . On c o h e s io n  i n  g e n e ra l ,  see  Hasan 1968, upon 
w hich S i n c l a i r  and G o u lth a rd  (o p . c i t : 8 ) p ro p e r ly  comment t h a t  h e r  " d is c u s s io n  
o f  su c h  c o h e s io n  f e a t u r e s  a s  anapho ra  and exophora do [ s i c ]  depend on th e  
co n cep t o f  a  c o n te x tu a l iz e d  c la u s e ,  b u t a re  n o t co n cern ed  w ith  th e  s t r u c tu r e  
o f  th e  t e x t .  Item s o u ts id e  th e  c la u s e  a re  used  t o  e x p la in  f e a tu r e s  in s id e  
th e  c la u s e ,  b u t th e  e x is te n c e  o f  c e r t a i n  ite m s  w ith in  th e  c la u s e  w hich r e f e r  
o u t to  o th e r  c la u s e s  i s  n o t u sed  t o  d is c u s s  th e  way i n  w hich l a r g e r  u n i t s  
a re  s t r u c tu r e d " .  To which we m ight add, " l e t  a lo n e  how th e y  cohere  se m a n tic ­
a l l y "  .
I t  i s  m y c o n t e n t i o n ,  h o w e v e r ,  t h a t  c o h e s i o n  i s  a c t u a l l y  a  s e m a n t i c  
p r o c e s s  h a v i n g  s y n t a c t i c  e f f e c t ,  t h a t  i t s  f u n c t i o n  i s  t o  l i n k  t o g e t h e r  
r e p e a t e d  i t e m s  h a v i n g  i d e n t i c a l  r e f e r e n c e  ( o r  a t  l e a s t  s l o p p i l y  s o ) .  I f
t h i s  i s  th e  c a se  th e n  a l l  such  o p e ra t io n s  a re  sem an tic  one, s in c e  i d e n t i t y  
i s  a  c o n d i t io n  on sam eness o f  r e f e r e n c e .  I  s h a l l  be a rg u in g , t h e r e f o r e ,  
t h a t  c o h e s io n  may be hh n d led  w ith  th e  r u le s  f o r  c o h e re n c e , and s p e c i f i c a l l y  
t h a t  th e  p a r t i a l  r e p e t i t i o n  w hich c h a r a c te r iz e s  c o h e s io n  may be h an d led  
w ith o u t m o d if ic a t io n  by such  r u le s  a s  th e  g lo b a l  co h e ren ce  c o n s t r a in t  (see  
s e c t i o n  5 . 2 ) .
2 .2 3  C oherence
C oherence, t h e r e f o r e ,  in c lu d e s  b o th  fo rm a l and sem an tic  co nnectedness*
Xt i s  m ost e a s i l y  t r a c k e d  down v i a  th e  l e x i c a l  deploym ent o f  a  t e x t  ( c f .
(52c) i n  s e c t io n  2 .2 1  a b o v e ). I n  te rm s  o f  p ro d u c tio n , an  a lr e a d y  s e le c te d  
s e t  o f  sem a n tic  c o n f ig u r a t io n s  w i l l  c o n tin u e  o c c u r r in g  th ro u g h  th e  c o n n ec ted  
d i s c o u r s e .  I n  te rm s  o f  r e c e p t io n ,  sem an tic  c o n f ig u r a t io n s  have to  be 
i n f e r r e d ,  and co h eren ce  r e s u l t s  from  s c r u t in i z in g  th e s e  same c o n f ig u r a t io n s  
f o r  p a r t i a l  i d e n t i t y  o f  s u b - t r e e s .
I n  l i t e r a r y  s tu d i e s ,  th e  coherence  o f  a  work i s  u s u a l ly  c a l l e d  i t s  
them e, and i t  i s  t h i s  w hich van  D ijk  i s  t r y i n g  t o  c a p tu re  by m a c ro -s t ru c tu re  
( c f .  s e c t i o n  6 .2 5  b e lo w ).
L et us now exam ine p a ssa g e  (52a) f o r  i t s  c o h e re n c e : an  a l l i g a t o r  i s  a  
l a r g e ,  p r e d a to ry ,  s e m i - t r o p ic a l  a q u a t ic  r e p t i l e .  E ach o f  th e s e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  
c o h e re s  w ith  som eth ing  i n  th e  c o n te x t ,  e .g .  p r e d a to ry  c o h e re s  w ith  hungry , 
hungry  w ith  b i t e : s e m i - t r o p ic a l  c o h e re s  w ith  h e a te r ,  warmed: a q u a t ic  c o h e re s  
w ith  t a n k : la r g e  c o h e re s  w ith  a  m easure o f s iz e ,  s i x - f o o t : r e p t i l e  (an  an im a l, 
hence l i v i n g )  c o h e re s  w ith  dead , and dead c o h e re s  w ith  deep f r e e z e ,  s tu f f e d .
T h is  p e rh a p s  e n a b le s  us to  r e f i n e  th e  n o t io n  o f  co h e ren ce  s l i g h t l y :  I  
su g g e s t t h a t  i t  r e f e r s  t o  a  com plex s e t  o f  sem an tic  r e l a t i o n s h ip s  betw een  
c o n c e p ts  ( f o r  d i s c u s s io n  o f  " c o n c e p ts " , see  s e c t io n  4 . 12 ) ,  in c lu d in g  syn­
onymy, hyponymy ( in c lu s io n ) ,  and im p l ic a t io n .  Take th e  s e t  o f  te rm s  i n i t i a t e d  
by p r e d a to r y : i f  x  i s  p r e d a to ry ,  th e n  .x h u n ts  f o r  i t s  fo o d ; i f  x  h u n ts  f o r  
fo o d , th e n  x  w an ts  fo o d ; i f  x  w ants food , th e n  x  i s  hungry  and w ants to  e a t ;  
i f  x  w ants t o  e a t  and x  has fo o d , th e n  x  w i l l  use  i t s  e a t in g  mechanism ; i f  
th e  e a t in g  mechanism which x  has in c lu d e s  t e e t h ,  th e n  x  i s  l i k e l y  to  b i t e  
th e  fo o d ; and so on . Most o f  th e s e  " i f  . . .  th en "  p a i r s  a r e ,  i t  sh o u ld  be 
n o ted , p rag m a tic  a ssu m p tio n s  ( c f .  s e c t io n  2 .1 7 )  w hich a c tu a l  e v e n ts  m ight 
d isp ro v e  ( i . e .  many o f  them a re  e s s e n t i a l l y  p r o b a b i l i t y  s ta te m e n ts ) .  I n  
p a r t i c u l a r ,  one must be wary o f  th e  sw itc h  from  g e n e r ic  to  s p e c i f i c ,  e .g .  
from  th e  g e n e ra l  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  p re d a to r  'a n  x  w hich h u n ts  f o r  i t s  f o o d ',
down to  th e  s p e c i f i c  ' i f  x  w ants food , th e n  x  i s  h u n g ry '.  I  s h a l l  
e v e n tu a l ly  h an d le  t h i s  problem  by g e n e ra tin g  o n ly  g e n e r ic  e x p re s s io n s , 
and s u b s e q u e n tly  s p e c ify in g  them  f u r t h e r  by way o f  th e  c o n te x t .
I  ta k e  co herence  to  be e s s e n t i a l l y  a  m a tte r  o f  s u b tr e e  r e p e t i t i o n .
I n  c e r t a i n  c irc u m s ta n c e s  o f  com plete  r e p e t i t i o n  ( in v o lv in g  s t r e s s  r e d u c t io n ) ,  
c e r t a i n  k in d s  o f  d e l e t i o n  and s u b s t i t u t i o n  ta k e  p la c e  w hich c o l l e c t i v e l y  
have b e e n  c a l l e d  c o h e s io n  (see  p re v io u s  s e c t i o n ) .  The g e n e ra l  ty p e  o f  
sem an tic  c o h e re n c e , how ever, i s ,  I  s u g g e s t, a m a t te r  o f  p a r t i a l  r a t h e r  th a n  
com plete  r e p e t i t i o n ,  i . e .  r e p e t i t i o n  o f  s u b tr e e s  r a t h e r  th a n  whole t r e e s ,  
( a l th o u g h  th e  d i s t i n c t i o n  i s  no t alw ays easy  to  m a in ta in ) .  The n o t io n  o f  
co herence  i s  fo rm a liz e d  to  some e x te n t  i n  s e c t io n  5 *2 .
2 .3  Focus and focus-m ovem ent
\f
2 .3 1  F ocus: a  b r i e f  re v ie w  and o u t l in e
The i n t e r e s t  o f  th e  l i n g u i s t i c  community a t  l a r g e  i n  th e  n o t io n  o f 
fo c u s  (and th e  r e l a t e d  d i s t i n c t i o n  betw een to p ic  and  comment) has undoubt­
e d ly  r e c e iv e d  i t s  most im p o r ta n t  s tim u lu s  i n  r e c e n t  y e a rs  from  th e  f a c t  
t h a t  Chomsky d is c u s s e s  i t  a t  some le n g th  I n  h i s  (1970) a r t i c l e .  However, 
a s  we have se en  i n  o th e r  c o n n e c tio n s , a  g r e a t  number o f  i n s i g h t s  in to  t h i s  
s u b je c t  have b een  a c h ie v e d  o v e r f o r t y  y e a rs  o r  more i n  E uropean  l i n g u i s t i c s ,  
and a g a in , n o ta b ly  i n  Prague S choo l t h e o r i e s  ( p a r t i c u l a r l y  on t h i s  s u b je c t ,
V. M a th e s iu s ) . The academ ic i n h e r i t o r s  and d e v e lo p e rs  o f  t h i s  t r a d i t i o n  
to d a y  a re  th e  i n v e s t i g a t o r s  o f  F u n c tio n a l  S en ten ce  P e r s p e c t iv e  ( c f .  F. Danes 
1974a) o r  Topic-Comment A r t i c u l a t i o n  (n o ta b ly  S g a l l  e t  a l .  1 9 73 ): th e  te rm s  
a re  -  d i f f e r e n t  ap p ro ach es a s id e  -  p r a c t i c a l l y  synonymous. F u n c tio n a l  
S en ten ce  P e r s p e c t iv e  (FSP) te n d s  to  deno te  th e  o ld e r  P ra g u e - in f lu e n e e d  
ap p ro ach , i n  w hich th e  se n te n c e  i s  d iv id e d  in to  i t s  two fu n c t io n in g  p a r t s ,  
Theme (T op ic) and Rheme (Comment):
"The rheme shows i t s  s ig n i f ic a n c e  a s  th e  conveyor o f  th e  'n e w ',
a c tu a l  in fo rm a tio n , w h ile  th e  them e, b e in g  in fo r m a t iv e ly  i n s i g n i f i ­
c a n t ,  w i l l  be employed a s  a  r e l e v a n t  means o f  th e  c o n s t r u c t io n " .
(Danes 1974b :1 1 3 ).
Thus th e  theme l in k s  each  se n te n c e  w ith  what has gone b e fo r e ,  w h ile  th e  
rheme c u m u la tiv e ly  moves on th e  m eaning which th e  d is c o u r s e  i s  to  communi­
c a te .
The more r e c e n t  P rag u e-d escen d ed  approach  i s  c h a r a c te r iz e d  by th e  te rm s 
Com m unicative Dynamism (CD) and Topic-Comment A r t i c u l a t i o n  (TCA). The f i r s t  
o f  th e s e  b e lo n g s  t o  J .  F i rb a s  ( e .g .  1974), and has been  d ev e lo p ed  o u t o f  a
r e f in e m e n t to  th e  b a s ic  Theme-Rheme d i v i s io n  m en tioned  above, whereby some
s c h o la r s  (se e  F irb a s  o p . c i t :25) work w ith  a  t r a n s i t i o n a l  segment betw een
Theme and Rheme. F i rb a s  r e f i n e s  s t i l l  f u r t h e r ,  and a s s ig n s  a  CD v a lu e  to
each  e lem en t i n  th e  S: th u s ,  i n  an  S in d ep en d en t o f  c o n te x t :
" th e  s u b je c t  c a r r i e s  th e  h ig h e s t ,  th e  a d v e r b ia l  e lem en t th e  
lo w e s t d eg ree  o f  CD, th e  v e rb - ra n k in g  betw een th e m " .
(o p . c i t :19)
However, i n  c o n te x t ,  i f  th e  s u b je c t  i s  c o n te x tu a l ly  d ependen t ( i . e .  th e m a tic )  
i n  a  s u b je c t - v e r b - o b je c t  s t r u c tu r e ,  th e n  th e  o b je c t  w i l l  have th e  h ig h e s t  
d eg ree  o f  CD, th e  s u b je c t  w i l l  c a r r y  th e  lo w e s t, and th e  v e rb  w i l l  a g a in  
be in te r m e d ia te .  C o n te x tu a l ly  in d ep en d en t a d v e r b ia l s  w i l l  a l s o  ra n k  h ig h e r  
th a n  th e  v e rb  i n  such  s e n te n c e s , th o u g h  F irb a s  does n o t r a t e  them  i n  r e s p e c t  
o f  th e  o b je c t  ( e .g .  p . 2 0 ) . He sums up t h i s  e x te n s io n  o f  th e  Theme-Rheme 
v e r s io n  o f  FSP:
"As I  .see i t ,  th e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f th e  d e g re e s  o f  CD ov er th e  
s e n te n c e  e le m e n ts , which makes th e  sem an tic  and g ram m atica l 
s t r u c tu r e  f u n c t io n  i n  a  d e f i n i t e  k in d  o f  p e r s p e c t i v e , i s  an  
outcome o f  a t e n s io n  betw een, o r  r a t h e r  i n t e r p l a y  o f ,  th e  
te n d e n c y  to w ard s  th e  b a s ic  d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  CD on th e  one hand, 
and th e  c o n te x t  and th e  sem an tic  s t r u c tu r e  on th e  o th e r . "
(o p . c i t : 2 2 )
The t e n s io n ,  o r  i n t e r p l a y ,  he speaks o f  i s  s e t  up by th e  c o n te x tu a l  depend­
e n c ie s  o f  th e  d is c o u r s e :  fo rm a l (c o h e s iv e )  l in k s  h av in g  low  d e g re e s  o f  CD, 
s in c e  s e m a n t ic a l ly  th e y  mark known in fo rm a tio n  (w hich may o c c u r i n  p re v io u s  
d is c o u rs e  o r  d e r iv e  from  th e  s i t u a t i o n ) ;  and sem an tic  (co h e re n ce )  p ro g re s s io n s  
hav ing  h ig h  d e g re e s  o f  CD, s in c e  th e y  move th e  in fo rm a t iv e  developm ent o f  
th e  t e x t  fo rw a rd .
The n o t io n  o f  CD i s ,  i n  i t s  t u r n ,  ta k e n  up and d ev e lo p ed  i n to  th e  TCA
t h e o r i e s  o f  S g a l l  e t  a l .  1973* These s c h o la r s  r e g a rd  th e  dynam ics o f
com m unication a s  c o n s i s t in g  o f  th e  p ro g re s s iv e  m o d if ic a t io n  by th e  sp e ak e r
o f  th e  knowledge which he assum es th e  h e a re r  to  sh a re  w ith  him:
"Thus, th e  sp e a k e r  s p e c i f i e s  th e  item s o f  knowledge he s h a re s  
w ith  th e  h e a re r  t h a t  he w ants to  be m o d if ie d  -  we s h a l l  c a l l  them 
th e  e s t a b l i s h e d  ite m s  -  and he s p e c i f i e s ,  f u r t h e r ,  what p r o p e r t i e s  
sh o u ld  now be a s s ig n e d  to  them  by th e  h e a re r ,  i n  what r e l a t i o n s h ip  
w ith  what o th e r  ite m s  o f  knowledge th e y  sh o u ld  be in tro d u c e d , o r  
w hich o th e r  m o d if ic a t io n s  th e y  sh o u ld  u n d e rg o ."
( S g a l l  e t  a l .  1973:39 s q . ) .  
They im plem ent th e s e  id e a s  w ith  a  v e ry  much more d e t a i l e d  s c a le  o f  CD ( p .67) 
p lu s  th e  n o t io n  o f  c o n te x tu a l  b o u n d n ess . T h is  i s  a p p ro x im a te ly  th e  same a s  
th e m a c ity  o r  t o p i c a l i t y  (and i s  r e a l i z e d  a s  c o h e s io n ) , b u t S g a l l  e t  a l ' s  
in n o v a t io n  i s  to  d e v is e  an a lg o r ith m  ( a c tu a l ly  more i n  th e  n a tu re  o f  a
f lo w - c h a r t )  d e r iv in g  th e  CD o f  s e n te n c e s , a t t a c h in g  a boundness m arker to  
some e lem en t, and a llo w in g  th e  r u l e s  to  ad a p t th e  CD i n  th e  a p p ro p r ia te  
d i r e c t i o n .  The d is a p p o in t in g  a s p e c t  o f  t h i s  book i s  i t s  f a i l u r e  t o  in c o r ­
p o ra te  th e  n o t io n  o f  c o n te x tu a l  boundness in to  a  p r in c ip le d  th e o ry  o f  con­
t e x t  (o r  even  i n to  a  t e x t ,  o r  d is c o u r s e ,  grammar, i . e .  a th e o r y  o f  l i n g u i s t i c  
c o n te x t ) .  On p p .156 s q q .,  and a g a in  on p . 251* th e  a u th o r s  ta k e  th e  l i n e ,  
r a t h e r ,  t h a t  t e x t u a l  s tu d y  would b e n e f i t  from  TCA, w hereas I  would a rg u e  th e  
r e v e r s e .  I n  f a c t ,  th e y  a p p e a r  to  be o f  th e  o p in io n  t h a t  s in c e  " th e r e  i s  
h a rd ly  any hope t h a t  a  p u re ly  l i n g u i s t i c  th e o ry  o f  t e x t  (n o t o p e ra t in g  w ith  
such  n o tio n s  a s  s i t u a t i o n s  o r  s to c k  o f  know ledge) co u ld  p ro v id e  f o r  th e  
phenomena c h a r a c te r iz e d  h e re  by means o f  c o n te x tu a l  b o u n d n ess" , ( p .159)* 
th e r e  i s  no c o r r o b o r a t io n  f o r  a rg u in g  t h a t  "a  th e o ry  o f  t e x t  i s  a n e c e s s a ry  
p r e c o n d i t io n  f o r  th e  s y s te m a tic  s tu d y  o f  TCA," ( p .1 5 8 ). T h is  p e s s im is t ic  
c o n c lu s io n  seems to  im ply  t h a t  a  f u l l  th e o ry  o f  c o n te x t  i s  a  p ip e -d rea m ; 
how ever, a s  my e a r l i e r  rem arks ( s e c t io n  2 - 11) s u g g e s t ,  some p ro g re s s  m ight 
be made i n  t h i s  d i r e c t i o n ,  w hich would a t  l e a s t  a llo w  us to  b u i ld  t e s t a b l e  
h y p o th ese s  abou t s i t u a t i o n a l  e f f e c t s .
F in a l ly ,  we t u r n  to  Chom sky's acco u n t (1 9 7 0 ). H is use  o f  th e  te rm
fo c u s  i s ,  I  would c la im , a t  once to o  narrow  and to o  b ro a d . For Chomsky,
th e  fo c u s  i s  " th e  p h ra se  c o n ta in in g  th e  in to n a t io n  c e n te r " ,  (1970; see
1 9 7 1 :2 0 0 ). Thus, i n  th e  s e n te n c e :
56. (a) Was i t  a n  e x -c o n v ic t  w ith  a  re d  SHIRT t h a t  he was w arned
T h is  means t h a t  a p p ro p r ia te  d e n ia ls  can  concern  any o f  th e s e  p h ra s e s :  
56. ( b 1) no, he was w arned to  lo o k  o u t f o r  an  AUTOMOBILE sa lesm an .
( c 1) " " " " " " " " " e x -c o n v ic t  w earing  DUNGAREES.
to  lo o k  ou t f o r?  
th e  f u l l  p h ra se  c o n ta in in g  th e  in to n a t io n - c e n t r e  s h i r t  i s  
(b> an  e x -c o n v ic t  w ith  a r e d  s h i r t .
However, i t  i s  a ls o  p r o p e r ly c o n ta in e d  in :
(c )  w ith  a  r e d  s h i r t
and
(d) a  r e d  s h i r t  
and i t s e l f :
(e )  s h i r t .
( d > )  <i »  11 11 i t  11 11 t i 11
( g l )  t t I t  It t t  II II I! II II
( i n  a l l  o f  th e s e ,  n o t ic e ,  th e  s t r e s s  i s  c o n t r a s t i v e ) .
tt w ith  a  CARNATION. 
" " r e d  TIE.
7  0
B ut Chomsky assum es t h a t
"R u les  o f  p h o n o lo g ic a l  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  a s s ig n  an  in to n a t i o n a l  
c o n to u r  t o  s u r f a c e  s t r u c t u r e s .  C e r ta in  p h ra s e s  o f  th e  s u rfa c e  
s t r u c tu r e  may be m arked, by g ram m atica l p ro c e s s e s  o f  a p o o r ly  
. u n d e rs to o d  s o r t ,  a s  r e c e iv in g  e x p re s s iv e  o r  c o n t r a s t i v e  s t r e s s ,  
and th e s e  m ark ings a ls o  a f f e c t  th e  o p e ra t io n  o f  th e  r u l e s  o f  
p h o n o lo g ic a l  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  I f  no such  p ro c e s s e s  have a p p lie d ,  
th e  r u l e s  a s s ig n  th e  norm al in to n a t io n .  I n  any e v e n t, p h ra s e s  
t h a t  c o n ta in  th e  in to n a t io n  c e n te r  may be i n t e r p r e t e d  a s  fo c u s  
o f  u t te r a n c e ,  th e  c o n d it io n s  p e rh a p s  b e in g  somewhat d i f f e r e n t  and 
more r e s t r i c t i v e  when th e  in to n a t io n  c e n te r  in v o lv e s  e x p re s s iv e  
o r  c o n t r a s t i v e  s t r e s s ,  a s  n o t e d . . .  Choice o f  fo c u s  d e te rm in e s  th e  
r e l a t i o n  o f  th e  u t te r a n c e  t o  re s p o n s e s , to  u t te r a n c e s  to  w hich i t  
i s  a .p o s s ib l e  re s p o n s e , and to  o th e r  s e n te n c e s  i n  th e  d i s c o u r s e " .
( o p . c i t : 2 0 5 )
However, th e  p ro c e s s  o f  i n t e r p r e t i n g  a p h rase  a s  fo c u s  o f  u t te r a n c e  (and
d e te rm in in g  i t s  p r e s u p p o s i t io n  by s u b s t i t u t i n g  f o r  t h a t  p h rase  a v a r i a b le ,
(su ch  a s  someone, som eth ing , o f  some k in d  e t c . ) ) ,  i s  t r e a t e d  by Chomsky,
one may re a s o n a b ly  say , w ith  a  c e r t a i n  b lan d  d is m is s iv e n e s s :
"Thus f o r  a  se n te n c e  S i n t e r p r e t e d  a s  (F ,P ) na c l a s s  o f  p a i r s
. . .  where F i s  a  fo c u s  and P a p r e s u p p o s i t io n ,  each  such  p a i r  
c o rre sp o n d in g  to  one p o s s ib le  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n " ] ,  t o  be a  p ro p e r  
re sp o n se  to  a  s e n te n c e  S ’ i n te r p r e te d  a s  ( F ' , P ' )  i t  must be th e  
ca se  t h a t  P = P ' .  F u rth e rm o re , F and F ' must be p a ir e d  i n  some 
’n a t u r a l '  way, where th e  r e l e v a n t  concep t o f  'n a tu r a ln e s s '  no doub t 
e x te n d s  beyond grammar, i n  th e  b ro a d e s t  sen se  o f  th e  concep t 
'g ram m ar '. F u r th e r  e la b o r a t io n s  o f th e s e  n o t io n s  a re  s u re ly  i n  
o r d e r ,  b u t t h i s  seems i n  g e n e ra l  a f a i r  f i r s t  a p p ro x im a tio n ,"
(o o . c i t : 206) ( c f .  to o ,  h i s  fn n . p p .202a , 206a ) .
But Chom sky's ca se  a g a in s t  th e  deep s t r u c tu r e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  th e s e  
e le m en ts  (and , a f o r t i o r i ,  t h e i r  r e p r e s e n ta t i o n  i n  any sem an tic  ty p e  o f  
b a se )  i s  a s s e r te d  r a t h e r  th a n  a rg u ed , I  s h a l l  be d e m o n s tra tin g  i n  Ch. VI 
t h a t  th e  S ta n d a rd  T heory i s  in c a p a b le  o f  d e a lin g  w ith  r e s t r i c t i v e  r e l a t i v -  
i z a t i o n ,  so I  have no w ish  to  d e fen d  i t  a g a in s t  Chom sky's c la im s  abou t 
Focus and P r e s u p p o s i t io n .  However, h is  s o lu t io n  ( to  e x te n d  ST to  a llo w  
s u r fa c e  s t r u c tu r e  sem an tic  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n )  i s  n o t,  o f  c o u rs e , th e  o n ly  
p o s s ib le  a l t e r n a t i v e  t o  ST. He does n o t, a t  t h i s  s ta g e  o f  th e  a r t i c l e ,  
i n v e s t ig a t e  a  G S-type a p p ro ach , such  a s  w i l l ,  I  b e l i e v e ,  in c o rp o ra te  w ith  
p e r f e c t  ea se  th e  f a c t s  he d e s c r ib e s .  Thus, he f i r s t  s u g g e s ts  t h a t  th e  
fo c u s  i s  " th e  p r e d ic a te  o f  th e  dom inant p r o p o s i t io n  o f  th e  deep  s t r u c tu r e " ,  
(o p . c i t :1 9 9 ) . However, th e  fo llo w in g  s e t  o f  s e n te n c e s :
57- (a) Does John  w r i te  p o e try  i n  h i s  STUDY?
(b) I s  i t  in  h is  STUDY t h a t  John w r i te s  p o e try ?
(c) John  d o e s n 't  w r i te  p o e try  in  h i s  STUDY;
(d) I t  i s n ' t  i n  h i s  STUDY t h a t  John  w r i te s  p o e try ,
-with th e  p o s s ib le  n a tu r a l  re s p o n s e :
(e ) No, John  w r i te s  p o e try  i n  th e  GARDEN,
v a ry  w ith  r e g a rd  to  h i s  f i r s t  s u g g e s t io n , s in c e  (57b, d) cou ld  be s a id  to  
have a DS o f  th e  g e n e ra l  form
( f )  The p la c e  where John  w r i te s  p o e try  i s  ( in )  h is  s tu d y ,
i n  w hich th e  fo c u s  i s  s t i l l  i n  th e  m ain p r e d ic a te ;  b u t a n  th e  o th e r  hand, 
(57a , c) would i n  ST be a s s ig n e d  a  DS o f  th e  form :
w hich does n o t show an  e q u iv a le n t  d ichotom y betw een  p r e s u p p o s i t io n  and 
fo c u s . Chomsky i s  l o t h  to  a rgue  t h a t  (57a, c) sh o u ld  be a s s ig n e d  th e  DS 
u n d e r ly in g  (5 7 f ) ,  s in c e  th e y  c o n ta in  o n ly  one c la u s e .  I  m ere ly  n o te  a t  
t h i s  p o in t  t h a t  a  GS r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  o f  th e s e  s e n te n c e s , such  a s  th e  one I  
dev e lo p  i n  Ch. IV, would f in d  i t  e n t i r e l y  n a tu r a l  to  a s s ig n  th e  same sem an tic  
r e p r e s e n ta t i o n  to  a l l  f o u r .  I  s h a l l  su g g e s t a  s t r u c tu r e  o f  th e  fo llo w in g  
form  ( f o r  d e t a i l s ,  see  Ch. 1 ? ) :
I n  a d d i t io n ,  (57a, b ) would have a p e rfo rm a tiv e  h y p e rse n te n c e  'ASK ( I ,  So ) ' ,  
and (57c, d ) ,  'DENI ( I ,  S ) ' ,  (o r , i n  o th e r  w ords, .Q and NEG). Chomsky, 
a s  we have se en , a s s ig n s  fo c u s  a f t e r  in to n a t io n ;  b u t  he p ro v id e s  no means 
o f  d e c id in g  th e  boundary  betw een  th e  fo c u sse d  and n o n -fo c u sse d  p a r t s  o f  
th e  s e n te n c e . I  would argue  t h a t  fo cu s  i s  p r o p e r ly  a s s ig n e d  not o v e r  some
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v a g u e ly -d e l im ite d  s e n te n c e - p a r t  c o n ta in in g  n u c le a r  s t r e s s ,  b u t  in s t e a d  
t h a t  fo c u s  u n d e r l i e s  t h a t  n u c le a r  s t r e s s .  The p lacem en t o f  fo c u s , I  c la im , 
i s  by an  a tta c h m e n t r u le  t h a t  a t t a c h e s  FOCUS to  some s u b tr e e  o f  a  sem an tic  
c o n f ig u r a t io n  under one o r  b o th  o f  two c o n d it io n s  ( in f o r m a l ly ) :
( i )  t h e  s u b t r e e  r e p r e s e n t s  n o n - t o p i c  m a t e r i a l ;
( i i )  th e  s u b tr e e  i s  m arked by th e  sp eak e r a s  im p o r ta n t .
C o n v e rse ly , u nder c o n d it io n s  o f  a b s o lu te  o r  s lo p p y  r e f e r e n t i a l  o r  fo rm a l 
i d e n t i t y ,  r e p e t i t i o n  o f  a s u b tre e  t r i g g e r s  REDUCTION, w hich u n d e r l ie s  red u ced  
s t r e s s  and a f t e r  t h a t ,  p ro fo rm a tio n  ( in c lu d in g  th e  fo rm a tio n  o f r e l a t i v e
p ro n o u n s) . R ed u c tio n , th e n , i s  one o f  th e  two a c tu a l  o p e ra t io n s  o f  boundness-
m arking , t o  use  S g a l l 1s te rm  (se e  a b o v e ); th e  o th e r  i s  th e  a n a p h o ric  p ro c e s s  
o f  d e f i n i t i z a t i o n ,  which a ls o  p re c e d e s  p ro fo rm a tio n  a s  a  p r e r e q u i s i t e .  Thus 
r e d u c t io n  i s  founded  upon r e p e t i t i o n ,  w hereas fo c u s  i s  founded  on in n o v a tio n .
V arious o th e r  o p e ra t io n s  fo llo w  upon th e  assig n m en t o f  fo c u s  and re d u c ­
t i o n .  I  have a lr e a d y  m en tioned , f o r  th e  l a t t e r ,  t h a t  p ro fo rm a tio n  depends 
upon r e d u c t io n .  F o r fo c u s , th e r e  a re  th r e e  dependen t r u l e s :  n u c le a r  s t r e s s  
a ss ig n m en t, c o n t r a s t i v e  s t r e s s  a ss ig n m en t, and focus-m ovem ent. We s h a l l  lo o k  
a t  th e s e  p r e s e n t ly ,  b u t  f i r s t  l e t  us examine th e  b a s ic  a tta c h m e n t r u l e s ,  
u s in g  th e  example o f  (57) embedded i n  a  s h o r t  d i s c o u r s e :
59* (a ) A. What does John  do d u r in g  th e  day?
( b )  B . A f t e r  l u n c h ,  h e  w r i t e s  p o e t r y .
(c )  A. Does he w r i te  p o e try  i n  h i s  s tu d y ?
The c o n f ig u r a t io n s  u n d e r ly in g  t h i s  d is c o u r s e ,  t o g e th e r  w ith  i t s  fo c u s  o r 
r e d u c t io n  m arking would be som eth ing  l ik e  (60) .  ( I  am assum ing some p re v io u s  
d is c o u rs e  i n  which how p eo p le  occupy th em se lv es  i s  b e in g  d is c u s s e d . Note to o  
t h a t  th e  t r e e s  a re  s im p l i f ie d  in  com parison  w ith  ( 58a) i n  o rd e r  t o  a v o id  
to o  many i r r e l e v a n t  f e a t u r e s ) .
60 . (a )
' a u t o m a t i c  
u n l e s s  e x p r e s s  
i v e l y  f o c u s s e d
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L e t us examine th e s e  t r e e s  i n  tu r n ,  and th e n  a s  a u n i t :
-  (60a) i s  th e  f i r s t  se n te n c e  o f  our exam ple, b u t o c c u rs  i n  th e  c o n te x t 
o f  a  d i s c u s s io n  on how p eo p le  occupy th e m s e lv e s . I  have assum ed, f o r  th e  
sake o f  t h i s  i l l u s t r a t i o n ,  t h a t  John has e i t h e r  b een  e x p l i c i t l y  m en tioned  
a l r e a d y ,  o r  e l s e  t h a t  he i s  "g iven"  i n  th e  s i t u a t i o n ,  p e rh a p s  becau se  he 
i s  c lo s e ly  r e l a t e d  to  one o f  th e  sp e a k e rs  (B ) . (Of c o u rs e , an  e q u a l ly  
p l a u s i b l e ,  b u t d i f f e r e n t ,  u t te r a n c e  c o u ld  fo cu s  on Jo h n , e i t h e r  a s  a  f i r s t -  
m en tion , o r  a s  a  c o n t r a s t ) .  The h ig h e r  p e r fo rm a tiv e  i s  a u to m a t ic a l ly  
red u c e d  (and l a t e r  d e le te d )  e x c e p t when i t  i s  e x p r e s s iv e ly  fo c u s s e d :
6 0 . (d) I 'm  a sk in g  you what John  does d u r in g  th e  day; 
i n  any c a s e , th e  pronouns r e f e r r i n g  to  th e  p r e s e n t  p a r t i c i p a n t s  a re  n o rm ally  
red u c e d , a s  g iv e n  i n  th e  s i t u a t i o n  (ex c e p t when i n  c o n t r a s t ) .  The p r e d ic a te  
do i s  red u c e d , s in c e  th e  p re c e d in g  d is c o u rs e  has  con cern ed  o c c u p a tio n s , so 
t h a t  th e  s u b tr e e  f o r  do w i l l  have o c c u rre d  p i’e v io u s ly .  The N e u tra l  a rgum ent, 
how ever, i s  th e  scope o f  th e  q u e s t io n  posed  by th e  h ig h e r  p e r fo rm a tiv e :  
com m un ica tive ly , i t  r e c e iv e s  FOCUS because  i t  c o n s t i t u t e s  th e  "unknown” i n  
th e  u t te r a n c e ,  to w ard s  th e  f in d in g  o u t o f  w hich th e  u t te r a n c e  i s  d i r e c te d .
I  have ta k e n  th e  Time argum ent a s  b e in g  c o n t r a s t i v e ,  f o r  th e  sake o f  th e  
exam ple: t h i s  im p l ie s  t h a t  th e  p re c e d in g  d is c o u rs e  c o n ta in s  d i s c u s s io n  on 
w hat p e o p le  (o r  John , s p e c i f i c a l l y )  do a t  n ig h t . I t s  s u r f a c e  p o s i t i o n  a t  
th e  end o f  t h e  s e n te n c e  ( 60a) g iv e s  i t  p rom inence, s u g g e s tin g  a com m unicative 
im p o rtan ce  ( c f .  th e  e a r l i e r  d i s c u s s io n  on CD) w hich m ight be g r e a t e r  th a n  i s  
a c t u a l l y  w a rra n te d  when i t  i s  no t c o n t r a s t i v e .  A f u l l  s p e c i f i c a t i o n  would 
a ls o  in c lu d e  q u a n t i f i c a t i o n  on d a y : 'd u r in g  any d a y ';  and s im i la r l y  on th e  
Time argum ent o f  S^: ' a f t e r  lu n c h  on any d a y '.  N o tice  t h a t  such q u a n t i f i ­
c a t i o n  i s  no t o f  th e  a b s o lu te  " lo g ic a l "  ty p e ,  b u t i s  r a t h e r  o f  th e  " n a tu r a l  
lo g ic "  v a r i e ty ,  i n  w hich u n iv e r s a l  q u a n t i f i c a t i o n  te n d s  to  d e n o t e ' t y p i c a l l y ' ,  
o r  ' c h a r a c t e r i s t i c a l l y ' ,  b u t no t ' i n v a r i a b l y ' , ( c f .  my rem arks i n  s e c t io n  
3 .1 3 )*  S in ce  th e  fo c u s  on th e  N e u tra l  argum ent o c c u rs  w i th in  th e  scope o f 
th e  h ig h e r  p e r fo rm a tiv e  ASK, a focus-m ovem ent r u le  o b l i g a t o r i l y  moves th e  
node to  th e  le f tm o s t  p o s i t i o n  under i t s  d om ina ting  S, where i t  i s  l a t e r  
c o n v e rte d  i n to  what (b e in g  Neut and u n s p e c i f ie d ) .
-  (60b) h as  a l l  i t s  e le m e n ts , e x c ep t th e  N e u tra l  argum ent o f  red u ced  
(and even  t h a t  c o n ta in s  a  red u ced  e le m e n t) :  th e  p e r fo rm a tiv e ,  a s  b e fo re ;  
th e  p r e d ic a te  DO i n  S ^ ,  r e p e a te d  from  S ^ ( f o r  t h i s  c o n s t r u c t io n  w ith  DO, 
c f .  Ross 1 972 ); John  i n  S ^ ,  r e p e a te d  from  Sa l '  and John  i n  S ^ ,  r e p e a te d  
from  S ^ ;  and th e  Time argum ent, w hich i s  w ho lly  c o n ta in e d  i n  S^  (a s  would 
be shown i f  i t s  q u a n t i f i c a t i o n  were f u l l y  s p e c i f ie d ,  c f .  my rem ark  a b o v e ).
T h is  Time argum ent i s  no t o b l i g a t o r i l y  red u c e d , how ever: s in c e  i t  i s  more 
s p e c i f i c  th a n  i t s  a n te c e d e n t ,  i t  c o u ld , i n  a  d i f f e r e n t  u t te r a n c e ,  be f o c a l  
( i n  t h i s  c a se , c o n t r a s t i v e ,  s in c e  i t  i s  a member o f  a  sm a ll l e x i c a l  s e t  
d e n o tin g  " tim e -la n d m a rk s11 d u r in g  th e  d a y ) . H ere, how ever, i t  i s  red u c e d  
and t o p i c a l i z e d  ( i . e .  moved to  le f tm o s t  p o s i t i o n  u n d er i t s  do m in a tin g  S, 
f o r  w hich r e d u c t io n  i s  an  e s s e n t i a l  p r e c o n d i t io n ) .  T h is ,  l i k e  f o c a l  l e f t -  
movement u nder ASK, i s  an  o p t io n a l  r u le  so t h a t  i f  (60b) had ASK in s te a d  o f
ASSERT a s  i t s  h ig h e r  p e r fo rm a tiv e  (so  t h a t  th e  fo c u s s e d  node co u ld  be l e f t -
s h i f t e d ) ,  th e  fo llo w in g  v a r i a n t s  would be a c c e p ta b le :
6l .  (a )  What does John  do a f t e r  lunch?
(b) A f te r  lu n c h , w hat does John do?
(c) What, a f t e r  lu n c h , does John  do?
(d) A f te r  lu n ch , John  does what?
(e) John  does what a f t e r  lunch?
( 6lb ,  c) show t h a t  th e  two r u l e s  a re  u n o rd ered  w ith  r e s p e c t  t o  each  o th e r .
( 6ld ,  e ) c o u ld , e q u a l ly ,  be e c h o -q u e s tio n s , i . e .  in c re d u lo u s  o r  an g ry  
r e p e t i t i o n s  i n  w hich th e  fo c u s s e d  e lem en t, th o u g h  known, i s  u n s p e c i f ie d  a s  
though  i t  were unknown ( " i t  c o u ld n 't  be t r u e ;  I  m ust have m is h e a rd " ) . I n  
e c h o -q u e s tio n s , how ever, f o c a l  le ft-m o v em en t i s  s t i l l  o p t io n a l ,  b u t some 
s o r t  o f  e x p re s s iv e  in to n a t io n  i s  o b l ig a to r y  ( u s u a l ly  e i t h e r  an  in c r e a s e  i n  
th e  ran g e  a n d /o r  i n t e n s i t y  o f  th e  v o ic e - p i tc h ,  o r  e l s e  a  m arked d e c re a s e ) .
The r u le  o f  focus-m ovem ent under ASK (e q u iv a le n t  t o  W h -in te r ro g a t iv e  move­
ment t r a n s fo r m a t io n s )  i s  h e re  ta k e n  to  be o p t io n a l ,  and n o t, a s  i s  cu stom ary , 
o b l ig a to r y  (g iv e n  th e  p re se n c e  o f  th e  w h-elem ent and th e  Q dummy, i n  th e  
As p e c ts  v e r s io n ,  f o r  ex am p le). T h is  i s  b ecause  th e  a c c e p t a b i l i t y  a s  q u e s tio n s  
o f  Ss w ith  th e  a p p ro p r ia te  w h-form s i n  th e  pre-m ovem ent p o s i t i o n  (v id e  (6l d , e ) ,  
f o r  example i l l u s t r a t e s  t h a t  movement, though  u s u a l ,  i s  n o t com pulsory . I n  
(60b) a s  i t  s ta n d s ,  th e  N e u tra l  node i s  fo c u s s e d , and th e  p o in t  o f  fo c u s  
i t s e l f  i s ,  i n  a b ra n c h in g  s u b - t r e e ,  on th e  r ig h tm o s t  n o n -red u ced  e lem en t 
(h e re , p o e t r y ) : t h i s  w i l l  u l t im a te ly  emerge a s  th e  i n to n a t io n  c e n t r e .  (Con­
t r a s t  t h i s  w ith  Chom sky's fo rm u la t io n  a b o v e ).
( 60c) a g a in  re d u c e s  th e  h ig h e r  p e r fo rm a tiv e , u nder th e  same c o n d it io n s  
a s  b e fo r e .  S u b tre e  S > a p a r t  from  i t s  L o c a tiv e  argum en t, i s  red u c e d , b e in g  
a  r e p e t i t i o n  o f  (n o te  t h a t  S I s ,  l i k e  a N e u tra l  a rgum ent, b u t  th e
f a c t  t h a t  i t  i s  c o n f ig u r a t io n a l ly  i d e n t i c a l  i s  p ro b a b ly  more im p o r ta n t ) .  The 
L o c a tiv e  argum ent o f  ( i . e .  S ^ )  i s  f o c a l ,  e x c e p t t h a t  i t  c o n ta in s  th r e e  
r e p e a te d , hence red u c e d , e le m en ts  ( i . e .  J o h n 's  ow nersh ip  o f  a s tu d y  i s ,
l i k e  J o h n 's  own e x is te n c e ,  ta k e n  a s . a "g iven"  o f  th e  s i t u a t i o n ) .  The p o in t  
o f  fo c u s  i s  th e  r ig h tm o s t  n o n -reduced  e lem en t, v i z .  s tu d y .
The t h r e e  s t r u c tu r e s  th e r e f o r e  o p e ra te  a s  a  u n i t  i n  t h a t  red u ced  
e le m en ts  ( i . e .  t o p ic s )  l i n k  them  one to  th e  o th e r ,  by v i r t u e  o f  th e  g lo b a l  
co h erence  c o n s t r a in t ,  w hereas fo c u sse d  e lem en ts  c a r r y  th e  sem an tic  p ro g re s s io n  
fo rw a rd . As we have s u g g e s te d  i n  s e c t io n  2 .2 2 , c o h e s io n  (o r  t o p i c a l i t y ) ,  
whose e x e c u tiv e  o p e r a t io n  i s  r e d u c t io n ,  i s  a  s p e c i a l  ca se  o f  co herence  in v o lv ­
in g  i d e n t i t y  r e l a t i o n s  o f  one k ind  o r  a n o th e r . C oherence o th e rw ise  i s  a 
f u n c t io n  o f  fo c u s :  a s  even  Chomsky p o in ts  o u t :
"F or n a tu r a ln e s s ,  q u e s t io n  and answ er (o r  d e n ia l  and c o r ro b o ra t io n )  
must n o t o n ly  sh a re  p r e s u p p o s i t io n s ,  b u t m ust a ls o  use a s  fo cu s  
ite m s  t h a t  a re  somehow r e l a t e d  -  e x a c t ly  how, i s  n o t c l e a r ,  b u t 
th e  r e l a t i o n  s u r e ly  in v o lv e s  c o n s id e r a t io n s  t h a t  e x te n d  beyond 
gram m ar,"
(o p . c i t : 202 f n , )
I t  i s  th e  h y p o th e s is  o f  th e  p r e s e n t  s tu d y  t h a t  t h i s  o b scu re  r e l a t i o n s h ip  
r e s u l t s  from  s u c c e s s iv e  s u b tr e e s  i n  a d is c o u rs e  (n o t n e c e s s a r i ly  c o n tig u o u s )  
w hich a re  e i t h e r  p a r t i a l l y  i d e n t i c a l ,  o r  e ls e  im p l ic a t i o n a l ly  l in k e d  i n  a 
way w hich o n ly  a  grammar in c o r p o r a t in g  p rag m a tic  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  can  s p e c i f y .
The f o c a l  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  b e tw e e n (6 0 a ) , (b) and (c ) a re  n o t dem andingly  com­
p le x :
GIVEN (REDUCED) ADDITIONAL (FOCUS)
62. (a )  I  a sk  you
John  do- som eth ing  (w hat?)
-------------------------  d u r in g  th e  day
-w rite  p o e try
(b) I  a s s e r t
John  do
a f t e r  lu n c h
(c) I  a sk  you
John  w r i te  p o e tr y  i n  s tu d y ?
Thus w r i te  p o e tr y  sim p ly  s p e c i f i e s  th e  N e u tra l  argum ent w hich i s  fo c u sse d  
b u t u n f i l l e d  i n  ( a ) .  B oth  d u r in g  th e  day and i n  h i s  s tu d y  occupy r o le s  
w hich a re  alw ays p o t e n t i a l l y  p r e s e n t ,  b u t o p t io n a l ,  v i z .  Time and L o c a tiv e  
r e s p e c t i v e ly  ( c f .  my d i s c u s s io n  o f  r o l e - o p t i o n a l i t y  i n  Ch. IV ) . So, i n  
t h e i r  c a se , i t  i s  th e  grammar i t s e l f  ( r a th e r  th a n , e .g .  a  m e a n in g -p o s tu la te )  
w hich I n c o r p o r a te s  th e  e n ta i lm e n t  t h a t  i f  x  i s  an  a c t i v i t y ,  th e n  x  o c c u rs  
i n  a tim e  and i n  a  p la c e .
To r e t u r n  t o  Chom sky's argum ent, i t  i s  h i s  a s s e r t i o n  t h a t  th e  s t r u c tu r e  
r e p r e s e n te d  by (5 7 f) above c o u ld  no t u n d e r l ie  (57a, c ) ,  d e s p i te  th e  f a c t  
t h a t  i t  would be ad v an tag eo u s to  d e r iv e  ( 57a , c) from  th e  same so u rc e  a s
(57b, d ) . S in c e  I  have now d em o n s tra ted , a l b e i t  somewhat in fo rm a l ly ,  th e  
w ork ings o f  fo c u s  i n  c o n te x t ,  we a re  now in  a  p o s i t i o n  to  see  how th e s e  fo u r  
s e n te n c e s  can  i n  f a c t  d e r iv e  from  a  s in g le  u n d e r ly in g  s t r u c tu r e  i n  w hich, 
m oreover, th e  fo c u sse d  e lem en t i s  to  th e  r i g h t .  N ote , f i r s t ,  t h a t  e i t h e r
i s  a c tu a l l y  more o r l e s s  (57a) (w ith  John  p ro n o m in a liz e d ) . How a re  we to  
d e r iv e  (57b) i n  th e  same p o s i t io n ?  As I  s h a l l  be showing i n  g r e a t e r  d e t a i l  
i n  Ch. I l l ,  a  c o n s t r u c t io n  l i k e  (5 7 f ) :
57. ( f )  The p la c e  where John  w r i te s  p o e try  i s  i n  h i s  s tu d y , 
i s  n e i th e r  a  f u l l  r e l a t i v e  c la u s e  (w hich i s  what i t  a p p e a rs  to  be) nor 
in d e e d  a  f u l l  p s e u d o - c le f t  (w hich i n  many ways i t  b ehaves l i k e ) ,  b u t i s  
somewhat s q u is h i ly  p la c e d  betw een th o s e  c o n s t r u c t io n s :  I  c a l l  i t  a pseudo­
r e l a t i v e  ( c f .  a ls o  s e c t io n  1 .2 ) .  I  a rgue  i n  Ch. I l l  t h a t  p s e u d o - r e la t iv e s  
a re  d e r iv e d  by th e  o p e r a t io n  o f  p ro m o tio n . T h is  o p e r a t io n  ta k e s  th e  topm ost 
r o le  i n  fo c u s  (w hich i s ,  o f  c o u rse , a  hyponym to  th e  s u b tr e e  below' i t )  and 
a t t a c h e s  i t  t o  th e  le f tm o s t  p o in t  o f  i t s  do m in a tin g  S, ( i ) .  T h is  S w ith  
i t s  new l e f t  b ra n c h  i s  th e n  embedded a s  th e  s i s t e r  o f  a  copy o f  th e  prom oted 
r o le ,  th e  t o t a l  c o n s t i t u t i n g  an  Argum ent-node o f  a  P r e d ic a te  BE, whose 
second argum ent, c o n s i s t s  o f  th e  rem a in d e r o f  th e  s u b tr e e  w hich th e  prom oted 
r o le  o r i g i n a l l y  governed , ( l l ) :
q u e s t io n  form  (57 a  o r  b) c o u ld  o c c u r a s  (5 9 c ) . The form  we have exam ined
57. (g)
I . •—a. q j ,
Role^ Sg
•Role., F red ! Arg
Thus, a f t e r  p ro m o tion , (5 8 a )= ^ (5 8 b )  
58. (b)
,Pred A-rff A TC
BE
Loc WRITE (John, IN h i s  s tu d y  
p o e try )  EPQUS
W ith th e  norm al lo w - le v e l  r u l e s  t h i s  becomes u l t i m a t e l y  (5 7 f) o r :
63* (a) Where John w rites poetry i s  in  h is  study,
( i . e .  th e  p s e u d o - c le f t  fo rm ), o r  w ith  e x t r a p o s i t io n  o f  S , ( f o r  d is c u s s io n ,  
see  s e c t io n  2 .3 2 ) :
(b) I t ' s  t n h i s  s tu d y  t h a t  John w r i te s  p o e try ,
( i . e .  th e  o r d in a r y  c l e f t  s e n te n c e ) .
The v a r i e t y  o f  p ro m o tio n  ru le ,;  p roposed  h e re  (w hich d i f f e r s  from  t h a t  
found in ,  f o r  exam ple, Schachfcer 1972: see  Ch. I l l )  i s ,  a s  f a r  a s  I  can  
ju d g e , g iv e n  th e  d i f f e r e n c e s  I n  fo rm at and c o n s t i t u e n t s ,  a  ty p e  o f  Chomsky- 
a d ju n c t io n .  I s h a l l  now go on to  examine t h i s  and o th e r  movement r u l e s  
m o tiv a te d  by fo c u s .
2 .3 2  Tocus-m ovem ent r u l e s
I  have c la im ed  above t h a t  a  la r g e  number o f  a p p a re n t ly  d i s p a r a te  
phenomena, such  a s  s e n te n c e - s t r e s s ,  p a s s iv i z a t io n ,  p ro n o m in a liz a t io n , 
c l e f t i n g  e t c . ,  e x t r a p o s i t io n ,  and i n  f a c t  v i r t u a l l y  a l l  th e  movement t r a n s ­
fo rm a tio n s , may be m o tiv a te d  by fo c u s . A ll  th e  i n t e r e s t i n g  and p a in s ta k in g  
r e s e a r c h ,  m oreover, which has  gone in to  d e s c r ib in g  and e s ta b l i s h in g  an  
o rd e r  f o r  th e s e  o p e ra t io n s  h a s , I  c la im , m issed  th e  g e n e r a l i s a t i o n  w hich 
b in d s  them  a l l  to g e th e r ,  (a s  i t  was bound to  do, s in c e  i t  has m o stly  been  
,in  a sen tence-g ram m ar fram ew ork), nam ely, t h a t  th e  a c t i v e  i n t e r r e l a t i o n s h i p  
betw een  th e  s e n te n c e s  o f  a  c o n n ec ted  d is c o u r s e  s e t s  up a  m o re -o r - le s s  d e l i ­
c a te  b a la n c e  o f  em phases, which i s  p a r t l y  s y n ta c t ic  i n  t h a t  i t  r e f l e c t s  
r e p e t i t i o n  o f  l i n g u i s t i c  i te m s , anap h o ra , in t r o d u c t io n  o f  new' item s e t c .  
( a l th o u g h  ev en  th e s e  a re  o n ly  p a r t l y  s y n ta c t i c ) ,  and p a r t l y  sem an tic  i n  
t h a t  i t  must a ls o  m a n ife s t  such  m o d a l i t ie s  a s  s p e a k e r 's  a t t i t u d e  ( in c lu d in g  
t h a t  p a r t  w hich i s  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z e d  a s  " g ra m m a tic a l" : a s p e c t ,  t e n s e  e t c . ) ,  
i n t e n t i o n  and a ssu m p tio n s .
We have se en  how ongoing  item s i n  a  d is c o u r s e  a re  m arked f o r  r e d u c t io n  
o r  fo c u s . The te n d e n c y  i s  f o r  red u ced  ( i . e .  t o p ic )  i te m s  to  be m en tioned , 
o r  a l lu d e d  t o ,  f i r s t ,  w ith  fo c u sse d  ite m s  ( i . e .  "new" comment) fo llo w in g  
l a s t .  When, how ever, th e  m a te r i a l  I n  th e  comment, o r  p a r t  o f  i t ,  i s  n o t 
fo c u s s e d , o r  th e  p o in t  o f  fo c u s  i s  removed from  th e  r ig h tm o s t  n o n -red u ced  
ite m  ( e .g .  f o r  e x p re s s iv e  em phasis o r  c o n t r a s t )  th e n  th e  r ig h tm o s t  item  
may o p t io n a l l y  be t o p i c a l i z e d . T h is  o p e ra t io n , a ls o  ( i n c o r r e c t l y )  known 
a s  JL ( f o r  Y id d is h ) -movement, moves such  an  ite m  to  th e  le f tm o s t  p o s i t i o n  
o f  i t s  h ig h e s t  S (e x c lu d in g  any p e r fo rm a tiv e ) :
8  0
64. ( a )  B u l l s h o t ,  I  l o a t h e ;
(b) T hat one, I 'v e  s e e n :
(c ) B udg ies, I  can  p u t up, w ith ,
( n o t ic e  t h a t  s u r f a c e  n u c le a r  s t r e s s  o c c u rs  i n  th e  f i n a l  l e x i c a l  i te m : th e  
t o p i c a l i z e d  ite m  h as  undergone t o p i c a l i z a t i o n  p r e c i s e l y  i n  o rd e r  t o  -allow  
th e  f o c u s - p o in t  t o  come l a s t  i n  th e  s e n te n c e ) .  I  have s a id  t h a t  th e  
i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  o f  t o p i c a l i z a t i o n  w ith  Y-movement (a s  i n  P o s ta l  1971; f o r  
exam ple) i s  i n c o r r e c t .  The two o p e ra t io n s  a re  s u p e r f i c i a l l y  s im i la r  I n  
some r e s p e c t s ,  b u t th e  c r u c i a l  d i f f e r e n c e  i s  t h a t  i n  Y-movement, th e  
s h i f t e d  e lem en t i s  fo c u s s e d , w hereas i n  t o p i c a l i z a t i o n  i t  i s  re d u c e d . Thus
Y-movement a c tu a l l y  has more i n  common w ith  c l e f t i n g  (th o u g h  t h e i r  p resu p p o ­
s i t i o n s  d i f f e r ) :
6 5 . (a) ^  Now he t e l l s  me; ( i t 1 s now he t e l l s  me);.
(b) ^ S h ak esp eare  h e ' s n o t ; ( i t 1s S hak esp eare  h e ' s n o t ) ;
( c )  B u d g i e s ,  I  c a n  p u t  u p  w i t h ,  ( i t ' s  b u d g i e s  I  c a n  p u t  u p  w i t h ) .  
( ( 65b) c a n  a l s o  h a v e  c o n t r a s t i v e  s t r e s s  o n  n o t . T h e  S t a . r  o f  D a v id  i n d i c a t e s  
a  Y i d d i s h i s m ,  a n d  i s  d u e  t o  J .  R . R o s s ) .
The q u e s t io n  i s ,  o f  c o u rs e , why sh o u ld  b o th  t o p i c a l i z a t i o n  (b ased  on 
r e d u c t io n )  and Y-movement (b ased  on fo c u s )  have such  a s im i la r  e f f e c t ,  
s t r e s s  a p a r t?  The answ er is*  I  th in k ,  bound up w ith  com m unicative c l a r i t y ,  
and th e  a p p a re n t ly  u n n a tu r a l  r u le  o f  th e  p a i r ,  which th u s  seems to  r e q u i r e
e x p la n a t io n , i s  Y-movement, s in c e  i t  moves a fo c u s s e d  e lem en t to  th e  non-
f o c a l  end o f  th e  s e n te n c e . (The same i s  t r u e ,  i n c i d e n t a l l y ,  o f  c l e f t i n g ,
and, I  s h a l l  s u g g e s t ,  some o th e r  movement r u le s  a l s o ) . The f i r s t  p o in t  to
n o t ic e  i s  t h a t  b o th  c l e f t i n g  and Y-movement e x h ib i t  n o t j u s t  o rd in a ry  fo c u s , 
b u t c o n t r a s t i v e  s t r e s s  ( i . e .  w ith  im p lie d  n e g a tio n  o f  some o th e r  member o f  
th e  same s e t .  F or th e  n o t io n  t h a t  c o n t r a s t iv e  s t r e s s  c o n s t i t u t e s  a  d e n ia l  
o f  a d e n ia l ,  c f .  Bach 1968 :98 , f n .5 ,  and Ja ck so n  1972:98  s q q . ) .  Compare 
th e  fo llo w in g  d is c o u r s e s :
66. ( a )  W h a t ’ s  y o u r  o p i n i o n  o f  T e d  H u g h e s ?
Oh, Ted Hughes I  l i k e .
(b) W h at's  yo u r o p in io n  o f  Ted Hughes and Thom Gunn?
I  d o n ' t  m u c h  c a r e  f o r  Thom  G u n n , b u t  T e d  H u g h e s  I  l i k e .
( (66d) i s  t o p ic a l i z e d ,  (66b) i s  Y-moved). .-i I n  b o th  c a s e s ,  Ted Hughes i s
p r e v io u s ly  m en tioned , and i s  a c c o rd in g ly  red u ced  and t o p ic a l i z e d  i n  (6 6 a ) ; 
b u t  i n  (6 6 b ), th e  r e d u c t io n  i s  c a n c e l le d  o u t by th e  e x p l i c i t  c o n t r a s t ,
g iv in g  a p r e - s u r f a c e  form  f o r  th e  second c o n ju n c t :
66. (c )  I  l i k e  Ted Hughes.
( i f  Bach, and Jackson , a re  c o r r e c t  i n  t h e i r  d e r i v a t i o n  o f  c o n t r a s t iv e  s t r e s s  
u n d e r ly in g  (66c) would be
6 6 . (d) I  l i k e  Ted Hughes and I  d o n 't  l i k e  not-T ed-H ughes ( v ia .  Thom 
Gunn)) .
But g iv e n  th e  r u le  o f  o rd in a r y  s e n te n c e - s t r e s s  i n  E n g lis h , ( 66c) would be 
th e  s t r e s s e d ,  n o n - c o n t r a s t iv e  form  o f  th e  s e n te n c e . My c la im  i s ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  
t h a t  i n  o r d e r  to  comm unicate th e  c o n t r a s t iv e n e s s ,  th e  s t r e s s - f e a t u r e  on 
Hughes e i t h e r  has to  be g r e a t ly  in c re a s e d  o r  e ls e  s h i f t e d  to  a  p o s i t i o n  
where c o n t r a s t  w i l l  n o t be d is g u is e d .  The f i r s t  a l t e r n a t i v e  g iv e s :
6 6 . (e) I  l i k e  Ted Hughes
(w ith  c o n t r a s t i v e  s t r e s s  r e a l i z e d  as  R i s e - F a l l - R is e ,  f o r  exam p le); th e  
second g iv e s :
( f ) Ted Hughes I  l ik e
( i . e .  th e  c o n ju n c t o f  (66b) i n  q u e s t i o n ) .
M oreover, I  p u t fo rw ard  th e  h y p o th e s is  t h a t  th e  p a s s iv e  i s  d e r iv e d  i n  
a  somewhat s im i la r  way, a s  a  f u n c t io n  o f  th e  i n t e r a c t i o n  betw een  r e d u c t io n  
(and t o p i c a l i z a t i o n ) and c o n t r a s t  (and Y-movement) . Take se n te n c e  (67a) i n  
i t s  unmarked i s o l a t e d  form  ( i t a l i c i z a t i o n  in d ic a te s  o rd in a ry  s t r e s s ,  c a p i t a l  
i z a t i o n  i n d ic a te s  c o n t r a s t ,  double  u n d e r l in in g  i n d ic a te s  o r d in a ry  n u c le a r -  
s t r e s s ) :
67. (a )  Someone gave a book to  M ary.
Embedding t h i s  in to  d i f f e r e n t  d is c o u r s e s  we g e t  d i f f e r e n t  p a t t e r n s  o f 
r e d u c t io n  and em p h asis:
(b) D id anyone f in d  a book?
(c )  I  d o n 't  t h in k  anyone g o t a  book f o r  C h ris tm a s ;
(d) What d id  Mary g e t?
(e) Susan  was th e  o n ly  one who g o t a book;
( f )  Look, S usan  g o t a  pen!
I n  th e  c o n te x ts  (b) -  ( f ) ,  (67a) undergoes v a r i a t i o n :
(b>) S o m e o n e  g a v e  
( i m p l i e d  b v  s i t u a t i o n )  
REDUCTION
a b o o k
REDUCTION
t o M a ry
FOCUS
= > A b o o k  w a s  g i v e n  t o  M a r y :
(o ') S o m e o n e  g a v e  
( i m D l i e d  b v  s i t u a t i o n )  
REDUCTION
a b o o k
REDUCTION
t o M a ry
( Ne g - n o t - a n v o  n e ) 
..CONTRAST ................
A b o o k  w a s  g i v e n  t o  MARY, o r  ( b y  a  m o v e m e n t s i m i l a r  t o  
Y - m o v e m e n t) MARY w a s  g i v e n  a  b o o k ;
( d 1) ISomeone gave a book to Mary
| REDUCTION FOCUS REDUCTION
= = ^  M a r y  w a s  g i v e n  a  b o o k  ( b y  a  m o v e m e n t l i k e  t o p i c a l i z a t i o n ) ;
( e ') Someone gave a book to  Mary
REDUCTION REDUCTION (N eg-only  one)
CONTRAST
=#■ A book was g iv e n  t o  MARY, o r  
MARY was g iv e n  a book ( c f .  c 1) ;
( f ) Someone gave 
REDUCTION
a  b o o k
(N eg-pen)
CONTRAST
to  Mary 
(Neg^Susan) 
CONTRAST
=$■ A BOOK was g iv e n  to  MARY, o r  
MARY was g iv e n  a BOOK.
These le f t-m o v in g  p ro c e s s e s  a re  e v id e n t ly  encou raged  by th e  p re s e n c e , i n  
u n d e r ly in g  to p ic  p o s i t i o n ,  o f  a  weak e lem en t (su ch  a s  a  g e n e ra l iz e d  nom inal: 
so m e o n e /th in g , p eo p le  e t c . )  T h is  r a t h e r  p u z z lin g  f a c t  ( s in c e  a weak e lem en t, 
a lr e a d y  i n  th e  w eakest p o s i t i o n ,  i s  a p p a re n tly  moved to  th e  s t r o n g e s t  p o s i t i o n  
i n  th e  s e n te n c e , so f a r  a s  fo c u s  i s  c o n c e rn e d ), i s  e x p la in e d , I  b e l i e v e ,  by 
th e  f a c t  t h a t  th e s e  weak e le m en ts  a re  in v a r i a b ly  d e le te d  when i n  P a s s iv e  
Agent p o s i t i o n .  T h is  would be im p o s s ib le , o f  c o u rs e , i n  Topic p o s i t i o n ,  
s in c e  t h i s  would le a v e  a  h e a d le s s  c la u s e .  The e f f e c t  o f  Weak T opic  T o p ic a l­
i z a t i o n ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  i s  to  t ra n s fo rm  th e  u n s ta b le  f o c a l  s t r u c t u r e :  WEAK -
FOCUS -  REDUCTION, in to  th e  s ta b l e  one: REDUCED -  FOCUS. On th e  T0PIC
TOPIC
o th e r  hand, a  fo c u s s e d  o r  c o n t r a s t iv e  le f tw a rd  e lem en t may be rig h t-m o v e d  
( rh e m a tiz e d ) . p a r t i c u l a r l y  when th e  r ig h tm o s t e lem en t i s  red u c e d , en co u ra g in g  
t o p i c a l i z a t i o n  anyway, e .g .
6 8 . Buckingham P a lac e  has w ithdraw n i t s  o b je c t io n  to  th e  use o f  
n e w sre e l p i c t u r e s  o f  th e  Queen a t te n d in g  a s t a t e  open ing  o f  
P a r lia m e n t i n  1970 i n  a  com m ercial f i lm , s t a r r i n g  Rod S te ig e r ,  
ab o u t an  a tte m p t to  blow  up P a r lia m e n t.
(a) T hat was con firm ed  y e s te rd a y  by Buckingham P a l a c e . . .
(b) The f i lm  has been  banned by E M I...
(c) B efo re  th e  f i lm  was made th e  company ask ed  Buckingham 
P a la c e  f o r  p e rm is s io n  to  use  p a r t s  o f  th e  r e l e v a n t  news f i lm ,
(d) and t h a t  p e rm is s io n  was g r a n t e d . . .
(e) One c u t has b een  m a d e ...
( f )  The f i lm  has been  p a sse d  by th e  B r i t i s h  Board o f  F ilm  
C en so rs .
T h e  T i m e s . 2 4 * 6 .7 5
H ere ,' ( a ) ,  (b) and ( f )  a re  o f  th e  rh em a tiz ed  v a r i e ty :  (b ) ,  f o r  exam ple, 
has a s  a  d e e p e r  r e p r e s e n ta t i o n :
( h 1) EMI have banned th e  f i lm
FOCUS REDUCED
(c) and (d ) ,  how ever, have Weak Topic T o p ic a l iz a t io n  under th e  in f lu e n c e  
o f  an  u n d e r ly in g  weak t o p i c :
( d ' ) t h a t  p e rm iss io n
WEAK FOCUS
TOPIC
( e ) ,  th ough , shows a  X-movement ty p e  o f  p a s s iv e  (though  v a ry in g  from  th e  
exam ples i n  ( 67) i n  t h a t  i t  i s  no t d i t r a n s i t i v e ) :
( e 1) Someone has made one c u t
WEAK F O C U S
TOPIC ( ?C0pR A ST l
(N e e .-  none, o r  
N e g .- s e v e ra l)
P a s s iv i z a t io n ,  th e n , i s  c la im ed  to  be t r i g g e r e d  by v a r io u s  co m b in a tio n s  
o f  fo au s  o r  c o n t r a s t  and r e d u c t io n , which a s  I  have shown a re  th e m se lv e s  
e n t i r e l y  dependen t upon m eaning and c o n te x t .  O th er movement t r a n s fo r m a t io n s  
w hich I  b e l ie v e  can  be j u s t  a s  s u c c e s s f u l ly  e x p la in e d  a s  dependen t upon 
b a la n c e s  o f  fo c u s  and r e d u c t io n  in c lu d e  Adverb P re p o s in g  ( c f .  (60b) and 
in d e e d  th e  L o c a tiv e  s u b tre e  o f  (5 7 ) ) ,  P s e u d o -c le f t in g  ( c f .  (5 8 ) ) ,  and 
W h-Q uestion movement ( c f . (6 0 a ) , though  I  am u n c e r t a in  ab o u t th e  d e t a i l s  
o f  t h i s  s u g g e s t io n ) .  Wh-Re1-movement i s  s im ply  e x p la in e d , to o :  s in c e  th e  
r e l a t i v e  nom inal has been  re p e a te d  ( th e  n e c e s s a ry  c o n d i t io n  f o r  b o th  
r e l a t i v i z a t i o n  and r e l a t i v e  p ro n o m in a liz a tio n )  i t  i s  t h e r e f o r e  red u ced  
and t o p i c a l i z e d  to  th e  f r o n t  o f  i t s  c la u s e ;  th u s :
# w a s  a M afia  l e a d e r69. The m an^A John had m urdered 
I V-TO£IGALIZATIQigta.
th e  man 
REDUCTION
REPETITION
E x t r a p o s i t io n  a p p e a rs  i n  some r e s p e c ts  to  be th e  m irro r- im a g e  e q u iv a le n t  
o f  p a s s i v i z a t io n ,  i n  t h a t  a  s tro n g  (fo c u sse d )  l e f tw a rd  e lem en t can  be 
rh e m a tiz e d  i n to  a  s tro n g  p o s i t i o n :
70. (a) I t  - t h a t  th e  w orkers w i l l  ta k e  o v e r  th e  u n i v e r s i t i e s  
FOCUS _______ _
RHEMATIZATION
i s  p o s s ib le .  ^
j
o r  a  weak r ig h tw a rd  e lem en t can  be t o p ic a l i z e d  i n to  le f tm o s t  p o s i t i o n  (n o t 
c o u n tin g  th e  i t .  w hich i s  p a r t  o f  th e  c o n s t r u c t i o n ) :
(b) I t ^ t h a t  M olly  i s  f iv e  months gone
I TOPICALIZATION _ _______
a p p e a rs  t o  be th e  ca se  
REDUCTION
o r  a  c o n t r a s t i v e  r ig h tw a rd  e lem en t i s  Y-moved t o  th e  l e f t  i n  o rd e r  to  
d i s t i n g u i s h  i t s  c o n t r a s t iv e n e s s  from  mere unmarked fo c u s :
(c) I t  -  ^ th a t th e  whole w orld 's  mad except me -
j
{ _ _ ______ Y-MOVEMEMT.___
R a is in g  a ls o  a p p e a rs  t o  me to  be cap ab le  o f  a  s im i la r  e x p la n a t io n . A l l  o f  
th e  movement r u le s  I  have rev iew ed  b r i e f l y  i n  t h i s  s e c t io n ,  I  have ta k e n  
i n  t h e i r  p o s t - l e x i c a l  ( i . e .  s ta n d a rd  s y n ta c t ic )  f u n c t io n s .  Some o f them  
have been  c la im ed  to  o p e ra te  p r e - t r a n s f o r m a t io n a l ly  and  p r e - l e x i c a l l y  to o , 
and I  exam ine th e s e  n o tio n s  i n  Ch. IV .
To sum up Ch. 11, th e n , my c la im  i s  t h a t  th e  a c t i v e  r o le  p la y e d  by th e  
c o n te x t  sh o u ld  be in c o r p o r a te d  i n to  l i n g u i s t i c  th e o r y .  T h is  i s  where Focus 
and P r e s u p p o s i t io n  a c tu a l l y  have t h e i r  dom ain; th e  fo rm er i s  con cern ed  w ith  
th e  p lacem en t and r e p e t i t i o n  o f  in fo rm a tio n , and th e  l a t t e r  w ith  th e  l o g i c a l ,  
s i t u a t i o n a l ,  c u l t u r a l  and p e r s o n a l  a ssu m p tio n s  s u rro u n d in g  th e  se n te n c e  o r  
s p e e c h -a c t .  B oth i n  c o n ju n c t io n  s t i p u l a t e  which t r a n s f o r m a t io n a l  r u l e s  w i l l  
a p p ly , so t h a t  th e  o p e r a t io n  o f  th e  t r a n s f o r m a t io n a l  component depends 
c r u c i a l l y ,  i n  my o p in io n , on th e  th e m a tic  and c o n te x tu a l  re q u ire m e n ts  o f  
th e  p re c e d in g  d is c o u r s e .  I  a ls o  see t h i s  a s  c o n t r ib u t in g  to  a  p o s s ib le  
s o lu t io n  to  th e  vexed problem  o f c u rb in g  th e  power o f  th e  t r a n s f o r m a t io n a l  
r u l e s ,  s in c e  th e y  would be m o tiv a te d  by o u ts id e  c irc u m s ta n c e s , and b lo ck e d  
u n le s s  th o s e  o u ts id e  c irc u m s ta n c e s  o b ta in e d , ( in d e e d , S g a l l  e t  a l .  1973, 
rev iew ed  above, c la im  t h a t  a g e n e ra tiv e  grammar in c o r p o r a t in g  a  s p e c i f i c a t i o n  
f o r  Focus can  r e p la c e  one r e q u i r in g  g lo b a l  c o n s t r a i n t s ) .  My p ro ced u re  i n  
su b seq u en t c h a p te r s  w i l l  be t o  d e r iv e  th e  b a s ic  unmarked form  o f  R ( i . e .  th e  
G en e ric )  and th e n  t o  r e l a t e  t h i s  t o  i t s  a c c e p te d  v a r i a t i o n s  e t c .  by means o f  
c o n te x tu a l  in fo rm a t io n .
i s  a b s o lu te ly  
OBVIOUS.
GORTRAST
CHAPTER I I I
CONTEXTUAL FUNCTIONS AND DERIVATION OF RELATIVE CLAUSES
CHAPTER I I I :  CONTEXTUAL FUNCTIONS AND D ER IV A TIO N
OF R ELA TIV E CLAUSES
3*1 The r o l e  o f  th e  d e te rm in e r  i n  r e l a t i v i z a t i o n
The r o le  o f  th e  d e te rm in e r  and i t s  sem an tic  n a tu re  have f ig u r e d
p ro m in e n tly  i n  some r e c e n t  ap p ro ach es  to  th e  q u e s t io n  o f  r e l a t i v e s ,  n o ta b ly  
Kuroda 19&9a and T a g l ic h t  1972. As I  have a lr e a d y  s t a t e d ,  I  r e g a rd  t h i s  a s
b e in g  c r u c i a l  to  th e  p roblem  we a re  d is c u s s in g ,  b u t I  c o n s id e r  d e f in i t e n e s s
and s p e c i f i c i t y  to  be d e te rm in e d  by th e  d is c o u rs e  r a t h e r  th a n  in d e p e n d e n tly  
v a ry in g  f e a t u r e s  o f  th e  s e n te n c e . B oth  Kuroda and T a g l ic h t  r e f e r  to  d i s ­
c o u rse  i n  t h e i r  a r t i c l e s , ' b u t b o th  c la im  t h i s  to  be m ere ly  f o r  p u rp o se s  o f 
i l l u s t r a t i o n  and q u i te  unco n n ec ted  w ith  t h e i r  m ethod o f  d e r iv a t io n .  For 
exam ple, T a g l ic h t  r e g a rd s  c e r t a i n  se n te n c e -se q u e n c e s  a s  " e q u iv a le n t11 to  
r e l a t i v e - c l a u s e  s e n te n c e s .  "E q u iv a le n t"  tu r n s  ou t to  mean " a p p ro p r ia te  I n  
th e  same ran g e  o f  s i t u a t i o n a l  c o n te x ts "  ( e .g .  p . 1 3 ) . E a r l i e r ,  ( p .2 ) ,  he 
co m p ares-th e  fo llo w in g  s e n te n c e s :
1 . (a )  We met John , who knew th e  way.
(b) John , whom we m et, kne\^ th e  way.
(c ) We met John . He knew th e  way.
(d ) John  knew th e  way. We met him. 
and comments:
11 When sp e ak in g  o f  sem an tic  e q u iv a le n c e , I  s h a l l  be u s in g  th e  te rm  
i n  a  sen se  t h a t  t a k e s  no acco u n t o f  d i f f e r e n c e s  r e l a t i n g  s o le ly  
t o  th e  o r g a n iz a t io n  o f  d is c o u rs e  i n  'in fo r m a t io n  u n i t s '  and t o  
th e  'th e m a tic *  s t r u c tu r e  o f  c la u s e s ,  and i t  i s  i n  t h i s  sense  t h a t  
[ ( l a )  -  (d )]  a re  a l l  e q u iv a le n t" .
I t  i s  r a t h e r  odd, t h e r e f o r e ,  t h a t  " e q u iv a le n t"  i s  l a t e r  d e f in e d  i n  a  way 
t h a t  e v id e n t ly  does ta k e  acco u n t o f  c o n te x tu a l  c o rre sp o n d e n c e . (F u rth e rm o re , 
T a g l i c h t 's  p a p e r  i s  p u re ly  d e s c r i p t i v e - c l a s s i f i c a t o r y ,  and does n o t d e a l  w ith  
d e r iv a t io n  a s  such  anyw ay). B o th .w r i te r s  c l a s s i f y  a n te c e d e n t  and r e l a t i v e  
a s  d e f i n i t e  o r  i n d e f i n i t e ,  th o u g h  T a g l ic h t  t a k e s  t h i s  much f a r t h e r  th a n  
Kuroda, and b o th  seem t o  r e g a r d  th e  NR/R d i s t i n c t i o n  as b e in g  d e te rm in e d  by 
th e  d e f i n i t e / l n d e f i n i t e  d i s t i n c t i o n .
3 .1 1  Kuroda 1969a
Kuroda a c h ie v e s  a  fo u r-w ay  d i s c r im in a t io n  by ta k in g  a l l  th e  p e rm u ta tio n s  
o f  +- Def and -  Def i n  a n te c e d e n t and r e l a t i v e .  He lo s e s  g e n e r a l i t y ,  however, 
a s  he h im s e lf  acknow ledges ( p .285) , by  r e s t r i c t i n g  th e s e  to  p ro n o m in a liz a t io n s  
( i n  th e  w id er sen se  w hich in c lu d e s  som eth ing , a n y th in g  e t c . ,  how ever). He
th u s  has two ty p e s  o f  nom inal o n ly , THAT + Pro (= t h a t ,  th e  th in g  e t c . )  and 
SOME f  Pro  ( -  so m eth in g ) . The fo u r  co m b in a tio n s  a re  t h e r e f o r e :
2 . THAT Pro  (Wh + SOME Pro la y  on th e  t a b l e )  was th e  t i s s u e
'What la y  on th e  t a b l e  was th e  t i s s u e * .
'T h a t w hich l a y  on th e  t a b l e  was th e  t i s s u e 1.
3 . SOME Pro (Wh + THAT Pro s u rp r is e d  Mary) p le a s e d  John.
'Som eth ing  w hich s u rp r i s e d  Mary p le a s e d  J o h n '.
4,. SOME Pro (Wh SOME Pro  s u rp r i s e d  Mary) p le a s e d  John.
'A n y th in g  w hich s u r p r i s e d  Mary p le a s e d  John* .
'W hatever s u r p r i s e d  Mary p le a s e d  J o h n '.
5. THAT Pro  (Wh + THAT Pro s u rp r i s e d  Mary) p le a s e d  John.
'T h a t ,  w hich s u r p r i s e d  Mary, p le a s e d  J o h n '.
Kuroda comments, am biguously , on t h i s  l a s t  s t r u c t u r e :
"H ere, th e  s o - c a l le d  d e m o n s tra tiv e  p ronoun t h a t  i s  assum ed to  r e f e r  
t o  some d e f i n i t e  o b je c t  o r  in c id e n t  g iv en  i n  th e  d is c o u r s e  c o n te x t ,  
and th e  c la u s e  I s  assum ed t o  be n o n - r e s t r i c t i v e , " (2 7 0 ).
(The am b ig u ity  I  find- i s  i n  h i s  use  o f  "assum ed" -  by him qua w r i t e r  o f  th e  
a r t i c l e ?  by th e  sp e a k e r  o f  th e  se n te n c e ?  by th e  h e a re r?  I  f in d  i t  d i f f i ­
c u l t  t o  d e c id e  w h e th e r, l i k e  Thompson, he i s  u s in g  some s o r t  o f  n o t io n  o f  
" p re s u p p o s it io n "  -  though  on th e  p r e c i s e  o p p o s ite  o f  h e r  a n a ly s i s  -  o r  
w hether he i s  m ere ly  advancing  s p e c u la t io n s  w hich he does no t in te n d  to  
i n v e s t i g a t e ,  a t  l e a s t  no t i n  th e  c o u rse  o f  th e  c i t e d  p a p e r ) .
I n  sa y in g  t h a t  K u ro d a 'a  a n a ly s i s  i s  p r e c i s e ly  o p p o s ite  to  T hom pson 's,
I  am r e f e r r i n g  to  th e  f a c t  t h a t  Kuroda a p p a re n tly  c o n s id e r s  b o th  ty p e s  o f
r e l a t i v e s  to  r e s u l t  from  em bedding, s in c e  h i s  " b a s ic  fo rm s" a re  g iv e n  a s
one S embedded i n  a n o th e r  (a l th o u g h  one cannot be su re  i f  th e s e  r e p r e s e n t
d e e p - s t r u c tu r e  form s i n  th e  S ta n d a rd  Theory s e n s e ) .  However, i n  a  few  p la c e s ,
he c a s u a l ly  b r in g s  i n  r e f e r e n c e s  to  c o n ju n c t io n :
"The p i v o ta l  noun i n  r e l a t i v i z a t i o n  p la y s  i n  a sen se  th e  r o le  o f  a 
c o n ju n c t io n  I n  a d d i t io n  to  i t s  u s u a l  nom inal fu n c t io n "  (281: i t a l i c s  m ine)
"T hus, i n  each  o f  th e  f o u r  c a s e s , th e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  th e  d e te rm in e rs  
i n  th e  m a tr ix  and c o n s t i tu e n t  s e n te n c e s  can  be s a id  t o  r e f l e c t  th e  
sem an tic  n a tu re  o f  th e  c o n jo in in g  o f  two component p r o p o s i t io n s  
s y n t a c t i c a l l y  r e a l i z e d  by r e l a t i v i z a t i o n  t r a n s fo r m a t io n "  (2 8 5 ).
The l a t t e r  q u o ta t io n  p e rh a p s  e lu c id a te s  th e  p rob lem : Kuroda a p p a re n tly  con­
s id e r s  t h e r e  t o  be a la c k  o f  co rre sp o n d en ce  betw een s y n ta c t i c  fo rm a tio n  and 
sem an tic  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  w hich i s  c l e a r l y  im p o ss ib le  i n  th e  S ta n d a rd  Theory 
( s in c e  th e  fo rm er must in fo rm  th e  l a t t e r ) .  He in  no way announces h im s e lf  
to  be i n  o p p o s i t io n  to  th e  A sp ec ts  m odel, so one must assume t h a t  t h i s  
d i s ju n c t io n  be tw een  sy n ta x  and sem a n tic s  rem ains  f o r  him u n fo rm u la te d .
However, i n  a  s l i g h t l y  l a t e r  p a p e r  (Kuroda 1969b), he a d o p ts  a  c l e a r l y  
i n t e r p r e t i v i s t  p o s i t i o n  w ith  th e  e x c e p tio n  t h a t ,  a s  I  u n d e rs ta n d  i t ,  he 
a llo w s  s e l e c t i o n a l  r e s t r i c t i o n s  t o  a c t  a s  w e ll- fo rm e d n e ss  c o n d it io n s  on 
t r a n s f o r m a t io n a l  r u l e s .  T h is  i s  n o t th e  s o r t  o f  t h e o r e t i c a l  r e v i s io n  which 
h is  rem arks above im ply .
K u ro d a 's  su b seq u en t rem arks on th e  d e f i n i t e / i n d e f i n i t e  d i s t i n c t i o n  le a d  
him on to  th e  g e n t l e r  sh o re s  o f  d is c o u rs e  grammar, th o u g h  he s t r e n u o u s ly  
d e n ie s  t h e r e  i s  any s y n t a c t i c a l  r e l a t i o n  betw een  " re la t iv e -c o m p le x "  se n te n c e s  
and s e n te n e e -s e q u e n c e s  synonymous w ith  them ( p .2 8 0 ). (Synonymy i t s e l f  he 
l a t e r  d is m is s e s  as  e v id en ce  which i s  "n o t r e a l "  f o r  s y n ta c t i c  p u rp o se s  
( p . 284 f n . 18 ) ) .  H is argum ents f o r  t h i s  p o s i t i o n  ( th e  u n r e la te d n e s s  o f  
r e l a t i v e s  and s e m a n t ic a l ly  e q u iv a le n t  sen ten ce-seq iu en ces) a re ,  how ever, 
somewhat s tr a n g e ,  r e s t i n g  as th e y  do on some u n v o iced , and in d ee d  u n te n a b le , 
a s su m p tio n s . He s t a r t s  from  th e  se n te n c e :
6 . (a )  Some po licem an  re c o rd e d  what Mary e x p la in e d  to  him.
T here a re  two c o - r e f e r e n t i a l  p a i r s  h e re , th e  " p iv o ta l  noun o f  r e l a t i v i z a t i o n ,
P ro " , and th e  noun po licem an , p ro n o m in a lize d  to  him . The fo rm er o f  t h e s e
i s  e q u iv a le n t ,  by h i s  r u l e s ,  to  'THAT Pro  (Wh + SOME Pro . . . )  The
l a t t e r  p a i r  o f  nouns, he c o n te n d s , b o th  have i n  t h e i r  u n d e r ly in g  form s 
i n d e f i n i t e  d e te rm in e rs  ( i . e .  SOME). He I*proves” t h i s  by ta k in g  th e  p a s s iv e  
form  o f  ( 6a ) :
6 . (b) What Mary e x p la in e d  to  some po licem an  was re c o rd e d  by him,
i n  w hich th e  c o - r e f e r e n t i a l  nouns po licem an  a re  r e v e r s e d ,  and n o tin g  t h a t  
th e  " b a s ic  form " o f  th e  noun i s  'SOME p o licem an ' in  each  c a s e . T h is  i s  
to  assume t h a t  th e  d e te rm in e r  (SOME o r  THAT) i s  a s s ig n e d  i n  th e  c a te g o r i a l
r u l e s  and t h a t  th e  second occu rence  o f  th e  same noun w ith  th e  same d e t e r ­
m iner i s  d e f i n i t i z e d  by a t r a n s f o r m a t io n a l  r u l e .  He t a k e s  th e  b a s ic  form  
o f  ( 6a ) ,  ( b ) ,  th e n , as  b e in g :
6 . (c) SOME po licem an  re c o rd e d  THAT Pro (Mary e x p la in e d  Wh + SOME
Pro to  SOME p o lic e m a n ) .
The s u rfa c e  form s o f  th e  c o n s t i tu e n t  Ss i n  ( 6c) would be
6 . (d) Mary e x p la in e d  som ething t o  some p o licem an .
Some p o licem an  re c o rd e d  i t .
On th e  o th e r  hand, th e  " d is c o u rs e  p a ra p h ra se "  o f  (6a) would b e :
6 . (e )  Mary e x p la in e d  som eth ing  to  some p o licem an . He re c o rd e d  i t .  
"T hus", co n c lu d e s  Kuroda, "we canno t say  t h a t  d is c o u r s e  p a ra p h ra se  [ ( 6e )]  
i s  th e  b a s ic  form  o f  [ ( 6a ) ] " .  But s u re ly  no t even th e  most r a b id  o f  d i s ­
co u rse  gram m arians would a s s e r t  t h a t  a  d is c o u rs e  sequence i n  i t s  s u r fa c e  form
would u n d e r l ie  a  com plex se n te n c e  i n  i t s  d e e p - s t r u c tu r e  form ? S e n te n c e -
sequences a re  a s  much s u b je c t  to  th e  r u le s  o f  an ap h o ra  a s  a re  s in g l e
s e n te n c e s , a s  we have se en  I n  s e c t io n s  2 .2  -  2 .2 3 , y e t  Kuroda i s  a t te m p tin g
to  compare a s e n te n c e -se q u e n c e  a f t e r  i t  has undergone d e f i n i t i z a t i o n  and
p ro n o m in a liz a t io n  o f  a  second  o c c u rre n c e  noun, w ith  a r e p r e s e n ta t i o n  o f  a
s t r u c tu r e  w hich has n o t y e t  undergone th o s e  t r a n s f o r m a t io n s .  N a tu ra l ly ,
he f in d s  them  d i f f e r e n t .  I n  f a c t  i t  seems much more r e a s o n a b le , g iv e n  t h a t
th e  a l le g e d  u n d e r ly in g  form s o f  su b seq u e n t-m e n tio n  d e te rm in e rs  never ap p e ar
i n  t h e i r  a l l e g e d ly  b a s ic  form , to  assume t h a t  a l l  d e te rm in e rs ,  and in d ee d
th e  - D e f in i te  f e a tu r e  c o n ta in e d  i n  them , a re  f a i r l y  s u p e r f i c i a l  and a re
a s s ig n e d  f a i r l y  l a t e  by ( d is c o u rs e )  c o n te x t - s e n s i t iv e  r u l e s  o f  an ap h o ra .
But th e  m is ta k e n  c o n c lu s io n s  Kuroda draw s i n  f a c t  ru n  c o n tr a ry  to  h i s
p re v io u s  a ssu m p tio n s  abou t c o r e f e r e n t i a l  nouns h av in g  i d e n t i c a l  d e te rm in e rs ,
s in c e  th e y  fo rc e  him to  th e  b e l i e f  t h a t  r e l a t i v i z a t i o n  o p e ra te s  d i f f e r e n t l y
from  p ro n o m in a liz a t io n  i n  r e s p e c t  o f  d e te rm in e rs . He p u ts  t h i s  down, q u i te
a r b i t r a r i l y ,  to  th e  u n d e r ly in g  o rd e r  o f  th e  component s e n te n c e s  i n  a  r e l a t i v e
s t r u c t u r e .  Not o n ly  I s  t h i s  a r b i t r a r y ,  i t  c la s h e s  w ith  what he a s s e r t s  abou t
th e  u n r e la te d n e s s  o f  com plex se n te n c e s  and synonymous s e n te n e e - s e q u e n e e s :
" th e  way d i f f e r e n t  d e te rm in e rs  a re  a s s ig n e d  t o  th e  c o r e f e r e n t i a l  
o c c u rre n c e s  o f  th e  p i v o ta l  nouns i n  th e  m a tr ix  and c o n s t i tu e n t  
s e n te n c e s  . . .  r e f l e c t s  th e  way th e  component s e n te n c e s  a re  to  be 
o rd e re d  i n  t h e i r  d is c o u rs e  p a ra p h ra se s  • * . ,  and c o n se q u e n tly  th e  
way th e  component p r o p o s i t io n s  a re  to  be u n d e rs to o d  to  be c o n jo in e d  
i n  th e  com plex p r o p o s i t io n  r e p r e s e n te d  by th e  com plex se n te n c e  . . . "
(281) .
But how i s  i t  p o s s ib le  t o  deny t h a t  th e r e  i s  any s y n ta c t i c  r e l a t i o n s h i p  
betw een  com plex s e n te n c e s  and t h e i r  d is c o u rs e  p a ra p h ra s e s  ( p .280) ,  w h ile  
a lm o st i n  th e  same b r e a th  s u g g e s tin g  t h a t  t h e i r  a d m itte d  sem an tic  r e l a t i o n ­
s h ip  e x e r t s  some s o r t  o f  in f lu e n c e  on th e  s y n ta c t ic  d e r iv a t io n  o f  th o s e  
com plex s e n te n c e s  ( p .281)?
Kuroda th e n  exam ines h i s  fo u r  p e rm u ta tio n s  o f  d e te rm in e r , (2 ) -  (5) 
above, i n  r a t h e r  more d e p th , and b r in g in g  i n  h is  d is c o u r s e  p a ra p h ra s e s .  At 
t h i s  p o in t ,  i t  m ight be o b se rv ed  t h a t  o f  th e  fo u r  s e n te n c e s , (3 ) and (4 ) 
c o u ld  be d i s c o u r s e - i n i t i a t o r s .  T h is  i s  in  l in e  w ith  t h e i r  SOME d e te rm in a t io n  
o f  th e  f i r s t  noun. However, w ith  some m o d if ic a t io n , (2) co u ld  j o i n  t h i s  s e t  
t o o :
7 . T hat w hich l i e s  ahead  I s  beyond our knowing, 
and s in c e  t h i s  b e g in s  w ith  THAT, i t  i s  somewhat more p u z z lin g  a s  a  d i s c o u r s e -  
i n i t i a t o r .  In d ee d  th e  d i s t i n c t i o n s  betw een th e  f o u r  ty p e s  a re  no t a lw ays 
c o m p le te ly  c l e a r .  Thus:
8 . (a )  What s u r p r i s e d  Mary p le a s e d  John 
co u ld  be e q u iv a le n t  t o  ( 2 ) o r  t o  (4 ) ,  and in  f a c t  K uroda1s r u l e s  a c co u n t 
f o r  t h i s  s u r f a c e  i d e n t i t y .  But th e y  do no t a c co u n t f o r  th e  s i m i l a r i t y  
be tw een :
8 . (b) 'Shat w hich s u r p r i s e d  Mary p le a s e d  J o h n , ( i . e .  e q u iv a la n t  t o  (2 ))  
and (4 ) .  T ha t w hich i n  (8b) can  r e f e r  to  some s p e c i f i c  o b je c t  o r  t o  any 
o b je c t  w h a te v e r , p ro v id e d  o n ly  i t  answ ers th e  s t i p u l a t e d  c o n d it io n , nam ely 
t h a t  i t  sh o u ld  s u r p r i s e  Mary. As f a r  a s  I  can t e l l ,  K uroda1s r u l e s  make 
no a llo w an ce  f o r  a  s u r fa c e  form  l i k e  ( 8b) t o  d e r iv e  from  a n  u n d e r ly in g  form  
l i k e  (4 ) .
3*12 T a g l ic h t  1972 : B aker 1973
T a g l ic h t  has tw ic e ' a s  many se n te n c e  ty p e s  a s  Kuhoda, b ecause  he m arks
th e  component Ss a s  ^ S p e c if ic  a l s o .  Of th e  p o s s ib le  16 p e rm u ta tio n s  o f  
4* 4- D e f in i te  and - S p e c i f ic  i n  A n teceden t and R e la t iv e ,  how ever, T a g l ic h t  u ses  
o n ly  e ig h t ,  and in d e e d  m ost o f  th e  rem ain in g  e ig h t  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  seem to  be 
v ia b le ,  th o u g h  l i k e  some o f  T a g l i c h t ’ s e ig h t  ty p e s ,  o n ly  t r i v i a l  v a r i a t i o n s .  
T a g l i c h t ’ s e ig h t  ty p e s  a r e :
A n teced en t ■ R e la t iv e
DEF1 SPEC DEF SPEC
9. (a) + + + 4 We met John, who knew th e  way.
(b) + 4 - + We met th e  boy who knew th e  way.
(0 ) - 4 •f 4 We met a  boy, who knew th e  way.
(d) 4 - 4 We met one boy who knew th e  way.
(e) 4 - 4 _ ?We can  a sk  w h a tev er boy he se n d s .
(f) 4 - - Any boy you m eet w i l l  know th e  way.
(g) - - f - We111 meet some boy, who’l l  know th e  wa^
(h )  -
The o th e r  e i g h t  a r e :
— — Some boy we m eet w i l l  know th e  way.
1 0 . (a) + 4 4 - We met John, who1d know th e  way.
(b) 4 - 4 4 We can  a sk  any boy , w h o 'l l  know th e  way.
(0) + 4 - - We met th e  boy who’d know th e  way.
(d) 4 - - 4 Any boy you met would know th e  way.
(e) - - - 4 We’l l  meet some boy who knows th e  way.
(f) 4 - - A boy we m eet w i l l  know th e  way.
(g) - - 4 4 We’l l  meet a  boy who knows th e  way.
(h ) - 4 4 _ We met a  boy, who’d know th e  way.
( 9 e) i s  q u e r ie d  (a )  b ecau se  i t  i s  u n c le a r  from  th e  p a p e r  w hether t h i s  i s  
in d e e d  th e  in te n d e d  example f o r  t h i s  c o n f ig u r a t io n ,  and (b) b ecau se , 
a c c o rd in g  to  T a g l i c h t 1s r u l e s  on p . 7, r e s t r i c t i v e  r e l a t i v e s  a re  m arked 
[-D EF]) .
T a g l ic h t  c h a r a c te r iz e s  11 s p e c i f i c 1' and ’’d e f i n i t e 11 a s  fo llo w s :
” [ ts p e c ]  i n d ic a te s  t h a t  an  e n t i t y  has been  p r e v io u s ly  i d e n t i f i e d  
by th e  sp e ak e r  f o r  h im s e lf ,  w h ile  [-fdef] i n d ic a te s  t h a t  an  e n t i t y  
i s  b e in g  i d e n t i f i e d  f o r  th e  h e a r e r ” ( p . l ) ,
and p ro m ises  t h a t  t h e i r  n a tu re  w i l l  become c le a r e r  su b s e q u e n tly . From h i s  
use o f  i t y  th e  c r i t e r i o n  o f  ’’p r e v io u s ly  i d e n t i f i e d  by th e  sp e a k e r  f o r  h im s e lf ” , 
w h ile  a  p l a u s ib le  and i n t e r e s t i n g  n o tio n , i s  by no means a sem an tic  p r im i t iv e ,  
s in c e  i t  seems to  be in t im a te ly  bound up w ith  v e rb  te n s e  and m eaning, q u a n t i ­
f i c a t i o n ,  and th e  o th e r  c la u s e  o f  th e  s e n te n c e . Take, f o r  in s ta n c e ,  h i s  Type
2 s e n te n c e , (9b) above.
9 . (b) We met th e  boy who knew th e  way.
I f  we embed t h i s  i n  s u i t a b le  c o n te x ts ,  we f in d  i t  i s  am biguous, how ever:
11. (a )  We met th e  boy who knew th e  wav to  th e  G reen C hapel , and he
s a id  t h a t  any tim e we w anted d i r e c t i o n s ,  we o n ly  had to  a s k ;
(b) M e rlin  s a id  th e r e  was a  boy who knew th e  way t o  th e  G reen
C hapel, and a f t e r  many f e a t s  o f  d e r r in g -d o  and d ra g o n - s la y in g s ,  
w e(indeed) met th e  boy who knew th e  way.
I n  ( l l a ) , ,  (9b) i s  d i s c o u r s e - i n i t i a l ;  i n  ( l i b ) ,  i t  i s  n o t .  I n  th e  fo rm er,
( 9b) s t a t e s :
12. (a) ’T here e x i s t s  j u s t  one boy such  t h a t  t h a t  boy knows th e  way
to  th e  G reen C h a p e l1;
(b) ’We met h im 1.
I  s h a l l  be t r y i n g  to  show i n  s e c t io n  3.33 t h a t  th e  p r e s u p p o s i t io n  o f  u n iq u e ­
n e ss  i s  a  c o n te x tu a l  f u n c t io n  -  b u t t h i s  i s  i n  f a c t  c o n s i s t e n t  w ith  th e  
b ro a d e r  c la im  (se e  s e c t io n  2 . 17 ) t h a t  a l l  p r e s u p p o s i t io n  i s  c o n te x tiu a l i n  
th e  sen se  t h a t  i t  assum es a c o n te x t ,  v e rb a l  o r s i t u a t i o n a l ,  though  i n  
c e r t a i n  ’’p a th o lo g ic a l ” c a s e s ,  e .g .  Have you s to p p ed  b e a t in g  you r w if e ?, th e  
assu m p tio n  may a c tu a l l y  be wrong, which th e n  g iv e s  r i s e  to  th e  o d d ity  o f  
th e  q u e s t io n .  I n  th e  c a se  o f  ( l l a ) ,  th e  r e l e v a n t  c o n te x t  fo llo w s  th e  
u n iq u e ly —r .e f  e r r i n g  HP, o r  r a t h e r ,  more a c c u r a te ly ,  th e  u n iq u e ly - r e f e r r in g  
NP c o n ta in s  i t s  c o n te x t  o f  r e f e r e n c e ,  and t h i s  happens t o  fo llo w  th e
3
I  have added  th e  d i r e c t i o n a l  p h ra se  sim ply  to  a v o id  th e  i r r e le v a n c y  
o f  a s s ig n in g  a  ’’p re v io u s  m en tio n ” to  th e  wav, which i s  o f  c o u rse  n o t th e  
HP un d er c o n s id e r a t io n .
a n te c e d e n t  o f  th e  R. On i t s  own, w ith  no f u r t h e r  c o n te x t ,  (9b) i s  
am biguous be tw een  an  a n a p h o ric  and a c a ta p h o r ic  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  so i t  i s  
q u i te  c o n c e iv a b le  t h a t  a  sp e a k e r  c o u ld  in te n d  one o f  th e s e  senses*  and th e  
l i s t e n e r  u n d e rs ta n d  th e  o th e r .  I t  i s  a  re a s o n a b le  a ssu m p tio n , however, 
t h a t  w ith  no p re c e d in g  in fo rm a tio n , (9b) can  be ta k e n  t o  be d is c o u r s e -  
i n i t i a l ,  and to  p ro v id e  i t s  own c o n te x t .  The l i s t e n e r  would th e n  be 
p e r f e c t l y  j u s t i f i e d  i n  b e l ie v in g  th e r e  to  be j u s t  one such  boy, o r  
b e l i e v in g  t h a t  th e  sp e a k e r  t h in k s  t h e r e  i s  j u s t  one such  boy. T h is  i s  
a g a in  a m a t te r  o f  th e  p resu p p o sed  c o n t r a c tu a l  r e l a t i o n s h i p  betw een  th e  
p a r t i c i p a n t s  i n  a s p e e c h -e v e n t, w hich o p e ra te s  i r r e s p e c t i v e  o f  m is tak e n  
b e l i e f s  o r  d e l i b e r a t e  f a ls e h o o d s  on th e  p a r t  o f  one o f  th e  p a r t i c ip a n ts *  
( c f .  s e c t i o n  2 .1 3 )*  I n  ( l i b ) ,  on  t h e  o th e r  hand, (9b) i s  s t i l l  am biguous:
13- 'We met th e  boy p r e v io u s ly  r e f e r r e d  to  e i t h e r  i n  te rm s  o f 
(12a ) ,  o r  i n  te rm s  o f  ( I 4 ) . 1
14- 'T h e re  i s  a  s e t  o f  p eo p le  such  t h a t  th o s e  p e o p le  know th e  way
t o  th e  G reen C hapel, and th e r e  e x i s t s  a  boy su ch  t h a t  t h a t  boy
i s  a  member o f  t h a t  s e t . '
I n  fa c t*  th e  e x i s t e n t i a l  se n te n c e  embedded i n  ( l i b ) :
15* T here was a  boy who knew th e  way t o  th e  G reen C hapel, 
i s  th e  a n te c e d e n t  o f  th e  boy l a t e r  on i n  th e  se n te n c e  and i t  i s  th e
a m b ig u ity  o f  (1 5 ) , (w hich can  mean e i t h e r  ( 12a) o r  (1 4 ) ) ,  w hich a c c o u n ts
f o r  th e  a m b ig u ity  o f  (9b) i n  t h a t  c o n te x t .  But th e  am b ig u ity  does no t 
end t h e r e .  Even (12a) i s  am biguous, betw een a un ique  s e t  s e n se , and a 
u n ique  s u b s e t  sen ses
16. (a) 'T h ere  e x i s t s  j u s t  one p e rso n  such t h a t  t h a t  p e rs o n  knows
T here a r e ,  th e n , t h r e e  p o s s ib le  s e n se s  f o r  th e  d e f i n i t e  NP th e  boy i n  
(9b ) ,  c o rre sp o n d in g  to  ( l 6a) [un ique  s e t ] ,  ( l 6b) [u n iq u e  s u b s e t ] ,  and 
( 14.) [n o n -u n iq u e  s u b s e t]  . Venn d iagram s may c l a r i f y  th e  p o s i t i o n :
th e  way to  th e  G reen C hapel, and t h a t  p e rs o n  i s  a  b o y ',
(b) 'T h e re  i s  a  s e t  o f  p eo p le  such  t h a t  th o s e  peo p le  know th e  
way to  th e  G reen C hapel, and th e r e  e x i s t s  j u s t  one boy 
such  t h a t  t h a t  boy i s  a member o f  t h a t  s e t .  '
1 6 . ( a ' )
x  knows way to  
G reen C hapel
x  i s  a boy
p e o p le  who 
know way to  
G reen XT 'N . 
C hapel /  boyM
[u n iq u e  s e t ] [n o n -u n iq u e  s u b s e t]
• V
1 6 . ( b 1)
'p e o p le  who1 
know way to  
'G reen  C hapel
x
l i s  a  boy)
[u n iq u e  s u b s e t]
( l l a ) ,  th e n ,  can  embody ( l 6a) o r  (b ) , b u t no t (14-) ;  ( l i b )  can  embody a l l  
t h r e e  s e n s e s .  The fo rm er must a p p a re n tly  in c lu d e  un ique  s p e c i f i c a t i o n  
( c f .  s e c t io n  2 .1 6 )  o f  some s o r t  ( s in c e  i t  i s  d i s c o u r s e - i n i t i a l ) .  The 
l a t t e r  a s  a  whole does no t have t h i s  re q u ire m e n t, th o u g h  (9b) embedded 
i n  i t ,  and r e f e r r i n g  back  to  (15) , does u n iq u e ly  r e f e r  to  an  i n d iv id u a l .  
" S p e c i f ic M, th e n , seem s so f a r  t o  co v er s e v e r a l  n o t io n s ,  and th e  l i s t  i s  
no t i n  f a c t  co m p le te , a s  a  d i f f e r e n t  s e t  o f  exam ples (Rs on ly ) w i l l  
d e m o n s tra te :
17. (a) The d o c to r  who t r e a t s  p r iv a te  p a t i e n t s  g e ts  r i c h  q u ic k .
(b) The d o c to r  who t r e a t s  my d a u g h te r  g e ts  r i c h  q u ic k .
(c )  The d o c to r  who knows p r iv a te  p a t i e n t s  g e ts  r i c h  q u ic k .
(d) The d o c to r  who knows my d a u g h te r  g e ts  r i c h  q u ic k .
1 8 . (a) The d o c to r  who t r e a t s  p r iv a te  p a t i e n t s  i s  my Uncle S i l a s .
(b) The d o c to r  who t r e a t s  my d a u g h te r  i s  my U ncle S i l a s .
(c) The d o c to r  who knows p r iv a te  p a t i e n t s  i s  my U ncle S i l a s .
(d) The d o c to r  who knows my d a u g h te r  i s  my U ncle S i l a s .
19* (a ) The c a te g o ry  o f  E a s t End G.P. c o n t r a s t s  w ith  th e  d o c to r
who t r e a t s  p r iv a t e  p a t i e n t s .
(b) ?The c a te g o ry  o f  E a s t End G.P. c o n t r a s t s  w ith  th e  d o c to r
who t r e a t s  my d a u g h te r .
(c) The c a te g o ry  o f  E a s t End G.P. c o n t r a s t s  w ith  th e  d o c to r  
who knows p r iv a te  p a t i e n t s .
(d) ?The c a te g o ry  o f  E a s t  End G.P. c o n t r a s t s  w ith  th e  d o c to r
who knows my d a u g h te r .
20. (a) I  met th e  d o c to r  who t r e a t s  p r iv a t e  p a t i e n t s .
(b) 1 met th e  d o c to r  who t r e a t s  my d a u g h te r .
(c) I  met th e  d o c to r  who knows p r iv a te  p a t i e n t s .
(d) I  met th e  d o c to r  who knows my d a u g h te r .
The parad igm  can  be re p e a te d  f o r  a t  l e a s t  th e  fo llo w in g  q u a n t i f i e r s  and 
d e te rm in e rs  on d o c to r : any + s g . ,  anv + p i . ,  a , sdme 4- s g . ,  sdme + p i . ,  
some + p i - ,  e v e ry  4 s g . ,  ^  + p i . ,  th e  + p i . ,  a l l  + p i . ,  g iv in g  a f u r t h e r
160 s e n te n c e s , a lm o st a l l  o f  w hich a re  g ram m atica l. The v a r i a b le s  i n
(17) -  ( 20) a r e  a s  fo l lo w s :
( i )  s e n te n c e s  numbered (a) and (c) c o n ta in  a  n e c e s s a r i ly  i n d e f i n i t e  NP i n  
th e  r e l a t i v e  c la u s e  (n o t th e  r e l a t i v i z e d  N P - i t s e l f ) ,  w h ile  even-num bered 
s e n te n c e s  c o n ta in  a  n e c e s s a r i ly  d e f i n i t e  NP. (The p e r s o n a l  p ronouns 
and t h e i r  d e r i v a t i v e s  a re  g e n e r a l ly  d e f i n i t e  ( c f .  P o s t a l  1 9 6 9 a )- . 
However, t h e r e  a re  e x c e p t io n s ,  which c o u ld  t h e r e f o r e  a p p e a r  i n  g e n e r ic  
s e n te n c e s ,  (w hich n o rm a lly  r e q u i r e  i n d e f i n i t e  p r e d i c a t io n s ,  a s  w i l l  be 
s e e n ) .  The e x c e p t io n a l  pronouns a re  you (a  o n e ) . and 3 rd  p e rs o n  p ro ­
nouns when r e f e r r i n g  back  to  a  g e n e r ic  a n te c e d e n t .
21. (a )  The d o c to r  who t r e a t s  you l i k e  a  m achine i s  f o r t u n a t e ly  
r a r e .
(b) The d o c to r  who t r e a t s  h i s  p a t i e n t s  l i k e  d i r t  canno t 
e x p e c t to  l a s t  lo n g .
These form s a r e  p resum ab ly  no more d e f i n i t e  t h a n  any g e n e r ic  noun).
( i i )  s e n te n c e s  numbered (a) and (b) c o n ta in  an  A c tio n  p r e d ic a te  i n  th e  
r e l a t i v e  c la u s e ,  w h ile  th o se  numbered (c) and (d) c o n ta in  a  S t a t i v e  
p r e d ic a te  i n  th e  r e l a t i v e  c la u s e .
( i i i )  a l t e r n a t e  b lo c k s  o f  fo u r  s e n te n c e s  c o n ta in  an  ( i n d e f i n i t e )  s t a t i v e  
p r e d i c a t e ,  ( (1 7 )  and (19 ))  o r  a d e f i n i t e  p r e d i c a t e ,  ((1 8 ) and ( 20) ) ,  
i n  th e  m a tr ix  s e n te n c e .
( iv )  (17) -  (18) have th e  a n te c e d e n t  i n  s u b je c t  p o s i t i o n ,  (1 9 ) -  ( 20) i n
o b je c t  p o s i t i o n  i n  th e  m a tr ix  S . S en tence  (IS )  c o rre sp o n d s  v e ry  n e a r ly  
w ith  (2 0 ) a p a r t  from  t h i s ,  and h as  a lm o st th e  same ran g e  o f  p o s s ib le  
m ean ings, a s  w i l l  be shown p r e s e n t ly .  The same i s  n o t q u i te  t r u e  o f  
(17) and (19 ) ,  where t h e r e  seem to  be d i f f e r e n t  sem an tic  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  
w ith  th e  a n te c e d e n t  i n  s u b je c t  o r  i n  o b je c t  p o s i t i o n .
F u rth e rm o re , I  d i s t i n g u i s h  a t  l e a s t  f iv e  ty p e s  o f  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  f o r
su ch  s e n te n c e s :
(A) GENERIC, ro u g h ly  e q u iv a le n t  to  a  l o g i c a l  IF/THEN p r e d ic a t io n ,  e .g .
(17a) = ' I f  a  d o c to r  t r e a t s  p r iv a t e  p a t i e n t s ,  th e n  he g e ts  r i c h  q u i c k . '
(B) ITERATIVE ( r e p e a te d  o r  s in g le  a c t i o n ) ,  w hich may be d u r a t iv e  o r  
p u n c tu a t iv e ,  depend ing  on th e  v e rb a l  c o n te n t  and a s p e c t ,  e .g .  (18b) 
can  -  'The d o c to r  who r e g u la r ly  t r e a t s  my d a u g h te r  i s  my Uncle S i l a s . 1 
I  s u b s e q u e n tly  use  t h i s  c a te g o ry  to  in c lu d e  s t a t e s ,  a s  w e l l  a s  a c t io n s ,  
on  th e  g rounds t h a t  s t a t e s  and a c t io n s  form  a sem a n tic  continuum , w ith  
r e p e a te d  a c t io n s  b e in g  s i t u a t e d  somewhere i n  th e  m iddle o f  th e  s c a le .
Take, f o r  exam ple, a  p r e d ic a te  such  a s  TEACH: B e r t  i s  a  t e a c h e r .
B e r t  te a c h e s  (b o th  s t a t i v e ) ; B e r t te a c h e s  k n o t - ty in g  a t  th e  a n n u a l 
Boy S cou t camp ( re p e a te d  a c t io n ;  b u t s u r e ly  n o t d i f f e r e n t  i n  k in d  
from  th e  e a r l i e r  exam ples, m ere ly  i n  d e g re e ) ;  B e r t  ta u g h t  me th e  
T h ree -C ard  T r ic k  ( s in g le  a c t i o n  i n  th e  p a s t ;  b u t a g a in  no t d i f f e r e n t  
i n  k in d  from  o th e r  exam ples im p ly ing  o r  e x p re s s in g  a lo n g e r  te a c h in g  
p e r io d  s p l i t  up i n to  s e p a r a te  s e s s io n s :  B e r t  t a u g h t  me th e  v i o l i n  
( i n  s ix  m onths) ) .  The p o in t  i s  t h a t  u se s  u n i v e r s a l l y  a g re e d  to  be 
s t a t i v e  -  ra n g in g  from  God i s  lo v e  to  My c a t  l i k e s  w helks -  th e m se lv e s  
o c c u r  a lo n g  a continuum  c a l i b r a t e d  f o r  th e  t im e - s c a le  in v o lv e d , ra n g in g  
from  E t e r n i ty  r i g h t  down to  'a  f i n i t e  p e r io d  in c lu d in g  th e  p re s e n t  
moment1, w hich i n  r e a l  te rm s  can  be v e ry  s h o r t .  P erhaps th e  answ er 
i s  to  in c lu d e  i n  sem an tic  s t r u c tu r e  a q u a n t i f i e d  tim e  v a r ia b le  ( ' f o r  
a l l  t ' ,  ' f o r  some t  ( n ^ l ) ’ ) ,  a lth o u g h  a g a in , p resum ab ly , th e  d i f f e r ­
ence betw een  th e  u n iv e r s a l  t im e - q u a n t i f i e r  and th e  r e c u r r e n t  t im e -  
q u a n t i f i e r  w ith  n v a lu e d  a t  00 and w ith  i n f i n i t e l y  s h o r t  i n t e r v a l s  
b e tw een  each  t  i s  p u r e ly  t e c h n i c a l .  For th e s e  re a s o n s  I  have d e c id e d  
to  group a l l  s t a t i v e  and a c t iv e  e v e n ts  to g e th e r  un d er ITERATIVE, whose 
c la s s -m e a n in g  i s  t h e r e f o r e  som eth ing  l i k e  'a c t u a l  e v e n t ' .
(C) ANAPHORIC, r e f e r r i n g ,  f o r  exam ple, to  a  u n iq u e ly  d e f in e d  s u b s e t  o f  a  
p r e v io u s ly  i d e n t i f i e d  s e t ,  e .g .  ( l 8a) = 'O f t h a t  group  o f  d o c to r s ,  
th e  one who t r e a t s  p r iv a t e  p a t i e n t s  i s  my U ncle S i l a s , 1 (= sen se  ( l 6b)
above. The o th e r  a n a p h o ric  s e n se s  a ls o  a p p ly .
(D) PREDICTIVE, hav in g  a  ' f u tu r e  c o n d it io n a l 'm e a n in g , e .g .  (17b) can  -  
' I f  any d o c to r  t r e a t s  my d a u g h te r , he w i l l  g e t  r i c h  q u ic k  ( i ' l l  make 
i t  w orth  h i s  w h i l e ) . '
(E) STIPULATIVE, i n  w hich th e  m a tr ix  se n te n c e  p ro v id e s  th e  s t i p u l a t i o n  
f o r  th e  r e l a t i v e  c la u s e  to  come a b o u t, i . e .  th e  r e v e r s e  o f  th e  p re d ­
i c t i v e  a rra n g e m e n t. T h is  sen se  i s  n o t v e ry  c l e a r  w ith  any o f (17) -
(20 ) ,  b u t c . f .
22 . (a )  The s u i t o r  who c a tc h e s  my d a u g h te r  i s  a lu c k y  man 
(w hich can  a ls o  be p r e d i c t i v e ) .  T h is  can  -
(b) ' I n  o rd e r  t o  c a tc h  my d a u g h te r , any s u i t o r  must be a lu c k y  
m an ',
i . e .  i t  s t i p u l a t e s  th e  p r e r e q u i s i t e  f o r  c a tc h in g  th e  s p e a k e r 's  d a u g h te r .
These c a te g o r ie s  a re  no t in te n d e d  to  be m u tu a lly  e x c lu s iv e ,  " e i t h e r - o r "  
c l a s s e s ;  i n s t e a d ,  I  would e x p e c t them to  l i e  a lo n g  c o n tin u a  (whose p r e c i s e  
deploym ent and r e l a t i o n s h i p s ,  however, 1 have no t i n v e s t i g a t e d ) .  I  would
c e r t a i n l y  e x p e c t th e  GENERIC -  ITERATIVE c a te g o r ie s  to  behave i n  t h i s  way: 
a f t e r  a l l ,  a  g e n e r ic  s ta te m e n t i s  a rg u a b ly  no more th a n  an  a b s t r a c t i o n  o u t 
o f  a  r e g u l a r l y  r e c u r r in g  c irc u m sta n c e  ( c f .  my comments on i t e r a t i v e ,  ab o v e ): 
o i l  ( r e g u la r ly )  f l o a t s  on w a te r . I f  th e s e  c la s s e s  a re  h e ld  to  be d i s c r e t e ,  
p rob lem s a re  e n c o u n te re d  when d e a l in g  w ith  e v e n t - s e r i e s  whose sp an  o f  
r e c u r re n c e  i s  s h o r t e r  th a n  ’f o r  a l l  c o n c e iv a b le  t im e ’ , and  f o r  t h i s  r e a s o n  
c o n tin u a  a re  p r e f e r a b l e .  Thus, i n  th e  d o c to r  who ( r e g u la r ly )  t r e a t s  my 
d a u g h te r  g e ts  r i c h  q u ic k , where th e r e  may be a s e t  o f  d o c to r s  who f i t  th e  
d e s c r ip t i o n ,  ( I  am in d e b te d  to  John Lyons f o r  t h i s  ex am p le), i t  i s  p e rh ap s  
im p o ss ib le  to  d e c id e  w hether th e  d o c to r  i s  g e n e r ic  o r  i t e r a t i v e :  p e rh a p s  
th e  answ er i s  b o th  and n e i t h e r .
A s im i la r  continuum  can  be a rg u ed  f o r  w ith  GENERIC -  PREDICTIVE, e x c e p t 
t h a t  i n  t h i s  ca se  t h e r e  i s  p resum ably  a ls o  some i n t e r r e l a t i o n s h i p  w ith  
" a c t u a l ” v s . " n o n -a c tu a l"  t im e - r e f e re n c e ,  i . e .  p r e s e n t  and p a s t  v s . f u tu r e  
and c o n d i t io n a l .  Thus: The p r o fe s s o r  who i s  a p p o in te d  w i l l  be r e s p o n s ib le  
f o r  . . .  and he w i l l  r e c e iv e  a s a la r y  o f  n o t l e s s  t h a n  £150.000 p . a . T h is  
r e f e r s  t o  a  " p o s s ib le  w orld" i n  w hich a s in g le  in d iv id u a l  (n o t a  s e t )  i s  to  
be a p p o in te d  to  a  p o s t ,  and th e  p ronom ina l r e f e r e n c e  i s  a n a p h o ric  i n  t h a t  
w o rld  , ( i . e .  an ap h o ra  does no t p resu p p o se  e x i s t e n c e ) .  However, i n  The man 
who f i n i s h e s  th e  c o u rse  w i l l  r e c e iv e  £1000, and he w i l l  a l s o  be e l i g i b l e  
to  e n te r  f o r  o u r  bonanza .jackpo t, th e r e  i s ,  a p a r t  from  th e  o b v io u s p r e d i c t i v e  
se n se , a  ( f o r  me o n ly  j u s t  p o s s ib le )  g e n e r ic  I n t e r p r e t a t i o n  (Any man who . . . ) ,  
and i n  t h i s  ca se  th e  p ro n o m in a l r e f e r e n c e  i s  v a r i a b le ,  th o u g h  s t i l l ,  I  would 
a rg u e , a n a p h o ric  i n  t h a t  i t  r e f e r s  back  to  th e  c o n d i t io n s  o f  e l i g i b i l i t y  i n  
t h a t  p o s s ib le  w o rld .
The sem a n tic  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  o f th e  s ix te e n  s e n te n c e s  i n  (17) -  (20)
re a s f o l lo w s : ,  x 
(A) (B ) '(b) (D) (E)
S en ten c e GENERIC ITERATIVE ANAPHORIC PREDICTI VE STIPULATIVE
17. (a) 4 ?4
(b) 4 ?4 4 ?4
(c) 4 9
(a) 9 4 ?4
18. (a) 4








(b) 4 4 ?+
(c) 4
(a) 4
From t h i s  a r r a y ,  i t  sh o u ld  be n o ted :
( i )  GENERIC o c c u rs  o n ly  w ith  i n d e f i n i t e  NPs and p r e d i c a t e s .  The e x c e p tio n  
t o  t h i s  s ta te m e n t may in v o lv e  p ro p e r  nouns d e n o tin g  p la c e s ,  and p e rs o n s ,
w hich may be g e n e r ic  o r  i t e r a t i v e  (w hich, when p a s t ,  r e l a t e s  t o  a 
11 s in g le "  a c t io n )  a s  w e ll  a s  a n a p h o ric  and, i n  th e  r i g h t  c o n te x t ,  
p r e d i c t i v e  and s t i p u l a t i v e  a l s o .  The q u a n t i f i e r  o f  th e  a n te c e d e n t  
NP i s  a lm o s t im m a te r ia l ,  a s  s u b s t i t u t i o n  o f  o th e r  q u a n t i f i e r s  w i l l  
show, p ro v id e d  t h a t  th e  r e s t  o f  th e  se n te n c e  i s  i n d e f i n i t e  a s  n o te d . 
F u rth e rm o re , th e  g e n e r ic  sense  i s  alw ays c a ta p h o r ic ,  i . e .  a  g e n e r ic  
s e n te n c e  such  a s  The dog i s  a quadruped  would be ta u to lo g o u s  i n  an  
a n a p h o ric  s i t u a t i o n :
24* (a) T have j u s t  t ro d d e n  on a dog. The dog i s  a quad ruped , 
a s  i t  would n o rm a lly  be i n  a  " d e f in i t e "  s i t u a t i o n :
( i i )  ITERATIVE o c c u rs  o n ly  i n  d e f i n i t e  c o n te x ts  and th e r e f o r e  n e v e r  c o - e x i s t s  
w ith  th e  g e n e r ic  s e n se , u n le s s  th e  c o n te x t i s  am biguous a s  to  d e f i n i t e ­
n e s s , e .g .
25* The p u n te r  who w ins th e  P o o ls  i s  a  lu c k y  man.
I t  to o  i s  c a ta p h o r ic .
( i i i )  ANAPHORIG i s  th e  m ost w id esp read  p o s s i b i l i t y  (th o u g h  n o t n e c e s s a r i ly  
th e  m ost common). I t  i s  n e u t r a l  a s  to  d e f i n i t e n e s s ,  b u t s t r o n g ly  
r e s i s t s  a  v e ry  g e n e r ic  c o n te x t  ( e .g .  (19a ) ,  ( c ) )  and i s  dub io u s i n  a 
f a i r l y  g e n e r ic  c o n te x t  ( e .g .  ( 1 7 ) ) ,  more so w ith  s t a t i v e  p r e d ic a te s  
th a n  a c t i o n  o n e s . The sen se  w hich I  have te rm ed , s im p ly , " a n a p h o r ic " , 
how ever, i s ,  a s  we have se en  p re v io u s ly ,  i t s e l f  th re e -w a y s  am biguous 
(se e  ( l 6a ) ,  (16b ) ,  (14 ))*  I  s h a l l  r e t u r n  t o  t h i s  p r e s e n t ly .
( iv )  PREDICTIVE o c c u rs  i n  d e f i n i t e  c o n te x ts ,  th o u g h  te n d in g  to  r e s i s t  
s t a t i v e  p r e d i c a t e s .  I t  i s  c a ta p h o r ic ,  a l s o .
(v ) STIPULATIVE happens no t to  f i t  th e s e  p a r t i c u l a r  s e n te n c e s  v e ry  w e l l ,  
f o r  re a s o n s  I  do not f u l l y  u n d e rs ta n d . (22a) p o s s ib ly  a c c e p ts  t h i s  
sen se  more c o m fo rta b ly  becau se  i t s  m ain p r e d ic a te  'BE a lu ck y  man' i s  
more v e r s a t i l e  i n  th e  v e r b a l  t e n s e s  w hich i t  can  r e p r e s e n t .  S t ip u l a ­
t i v e ,  a g a in , o c c u rs  i n  d e f i n i t e  c o n te x ts  and i s  c a ta p h o r ic .
23* The d o c to r  who t r a i n s  5w ith  P r o fe s s o r  K ra n k h e it I g e ts  a
[ a t S t .  B artholom ew s J
good s t a r t ,
(15) I  have j u s t  tro d d e n  on a  dog w hich i s  a  quad ruped .
I
O ne.b road  d i s t i n c t i o n  w hich can  be drawn, t h e r e f o r e ,  and which i s  
r e l e v a n t  t o  th e  f u n c t io n  o f  s e n te n c e s  i n  d is c o u r s e ,  s e p a r a te s  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  
C, a s  a n a p h o ric , from  A, B, D and E, w hich a re  c a ta p h o r i c . The l a t t e r  a re  
s e l f - d e f in i n g  nom ina ls  w hich can  in tro d u c e  d i s c o u r s e ;  th e  fo rm er d e f in e s  
i t s  a n te c e d e n t  a s  a  s p e c i a l  s u b s e t  o f  some p r e v io u s ly  in d ic a te d  s e t ,  and 
hence must r e f e r  back  to  p re c e d in g  d is c o u r s e .  The f u r t h e r  d i s t i n c t i o n s  to  
be made be tw een  A, B, D and E, th e n , a re  p resum ab ly  f u n c t io n s  o f  c o n te x t 
l a r g e ly ,  th o u g h  in t im a te ly  bound up w ith  t im e - r e f e r e n c e ,  i n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  
w hich to p ic  can n o t be i n v e s t ig a t e d  f u r t h e r  h e re .
R e tu rn in g  to  T a g l i c h t 's  p a p e r , th e r e f o r e ,  and t o  h i s  n o t io n  " s p e c i f i c " ,  
we a re  now i n  a p o s i t i o n  to  judge th e  v a lu e  o f  th is . ,  more a c c u r a te ly .  H is 
s e n te n c e  (h e re  numbered (9b)), w hich has a lr e a d y  been  d is c u s s e d , c l e a r l y  
m ost re s e m b le s , o f  th e  s ix t e e n  exam ples (>17) -  (2 0 ) ,  number ( 20d ) ,  w hich 
i s  marked i n  th e  c h a r t  a s  t a k in g  th e  a n a p h o ric  se n se  (o r  r a t h e r  th r e e  
s e n se s )  o n ly . However, even  ig n o r in g  t h a t  t h r e e - f o l d  a m b ig u ity , t h i s  
a p p a re n t u n i ty  o f  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  i s  no t m ir ro re d  by a l l  th e  o th e r  s e n te n c e s , 
by any m eans, and what i s  more im p o r ta n t , T a g l i c h t 's  c a te g o r ie s  o f  s p e c i f ­
i c i t y  and  d e f i n i t e n e s s  a p p e a r  t o  r e s u l t  no t from  any s im p le -so u n d in g  
" i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  by th e  s p e a k e r" , b u t in s t e a d  from  a com plex i n t e r a c t i o n  
o f  p r e d ic a te  ty p e ,  te n s e  (w hich I  have no t d i s c u s s e d ) ,  q u a n t i f i c a t i o n  and 
even  p e rh a p s  d e p th  o f  em bedding. A ll  o f  th e s e ,  I  c la im , a re  d e te rm in e d  
by th e  s e n te n c e 's  f u n c t io n  w ith in  i t s  d is c o u r s e ,  and in d e e d  i n  a c tu a l  sp eech  
many o f  th e  a m b ig u it ie s  marked above a re  i n  f a c t  d i s p e l l e d  by d i s c o u r s e -  
d e te rm in e d  s t r e s s  d i s t i n c t i o n s ,  w hich a more com ple te  acco u n t th a n  t h i s  
m ust s y s te m a t ic a l ly  e x p la in .
So f a r ,  o u r a c co u n t has  been  co ncerned  a lm o st e x c lu s iv e ly  w ith  d e f i n i t e  
NPs. I  s h a l l  be showing i n  s e c t io n  3-13 t h a t  a  and th e  ( s g . )  a re  synonymous 
i n  g e n e r ic ,  s t i p u l a t i v e  and p r e d i c t i v e  c o n te x ts ,  and t h a t  th e  o th e r  d i f f e r ­
en ces  o f  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  a re  p u re ly  c o n te x tu a l .
B aker 1973> how ever, a rg u e s  t h a t  th e r e  a re  two ty p e s  o f  sen ten ce ;; th o se  
w ith  d e f i n i t e  (o r  g e n e r ic )  s u b je c t - p lu s - p r e d i e a te ,  and  th o s e  w ith  " e x i s t e n t i a l  
v e r b " - p lu s - in d e f in i t e  NP. A naphoric  th e ,  he c la im s , " i s  i n  a l l  c a s e s  an  
ite m  i n s e r t e d  when an  e x i s t e n t i a l  se n te n c e  i s  embedded i n  th e  d e te rm in e r"
( p .11 ) ,  e .g .
26 . (a) Y e s te rd a y  A nderson k i s s e d  a g i r l  w ith  b lu e  e y e s .
(b) The g i r l  c a l l e d  th e  p o l ic e .
These e x e m p lify  a n  i n d e f i n i t e  JMF i n  (a) and an  a n a p h o ric  th e  i n  (b) ( i . e .  
th e  g i r l ) . B aker d e r iv e s  them  in  t h i s  way, a s  f a r  a s  I  u n d e rs ta n d  i t ;
27. (a )  t h e r e  was a  g i r l  w ith  b lu e  eyes  whom A nderson k is s e d  
y e s te rd a y
Thus he i s  c la im in g  t h a t  " i t  seems to  be a c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  o f  th e  a n a p h o ric  
a r t i c l e  t h a t  th e  fo llo w in g  noun must somewhere i n  th e  d is c o u r s e ,  e i t h e r  i n  
a  p re v io u s  se n te n c e  o r  e l s e  i n  a r e l a t i v e ,  have o c c u rre d  i n  what I  have 
a n a ly z e d  a s  an  e x i s t e n t i a l  s e n te n c e "  ( i b i d . ) ,  i . e .  a s  a  s p e c i f i c  i n d e f i n i t e .  
The d i f f e r e n c e  betw een  s p e c i f i c  and n o n - s p e c i f ic  i n d e f i n i t e s  may be i l l u s t ­
r a t e d  as  fo llo w s :
2 8 . (a) Ram bling S id  i s  cook ing  f o r  a c a fe ;
seems re m o te ) , w h ile  (b) can  o n ly  be s p e c i f i c  i f  F red  i s  lo o k in g  f o r  some­
body e l s e ’ s w ife  ( in  w hich case  th e  p h rase o lo g y  i s  odd) o r  e l s e  one o f  h i s  
harem ( i n  w hich case  we would e x p e c t "one o f  h i s  w iv e s " ) .  T h is  c o rre sp o n d s  
to  th e  w ell-know n f e a tu r e  o f  e x i s t e n t i a l i t y ,  d is c u s s e d  i n  Bach 1968 and 
McCawley 1970a, f o r  in s ta n c e ,  whereby some s e n te n c e s  may i n  f a c t  be ambiguous 
betw een  s p e c i f i c  and n o n - s p e c i f ic  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s ;
29* Mapd t o  m arry  a  m i l l i o n a i r e .
The n o n - s p e c i f ic  sen se  m ere ly  s t a t e s  c r i t e r i a  to  be s a t i s f i e d :
31. (a )  Maud r e q u i r e s  h e r s e l f  to  m arry a m i l l i o n a i r e ;
(b) Maud w ants t o  m arry  any o ld  m i l l i o n a i r e ;
(c )  I f  someone i s  a  m i l l i o n a i r e ,  Maud w ants to  m arry him;
(d) Maud w ants t o  m arry anyone who i s  a  m i l l i o n a i r e .
B aker t a k e s  i t  t h a t  an  e x p l i c i t  e x i s t e n t i a l  l i k e  (30a) u n d e r l ie s  n o t o n ly  
th e  s p e c i f i c  sen se  o f  (2 9 ), b u t a ls o  i t s  n o n - s p e c i f ic  sen se  s in c e ,  among 
o th e r  re a s o n s , th e  e x i s t e n t i a l  t h e r e - c o n s t r u c t io n  can  a c tu a l l y  be u sed
(b) th e  th e r e  was a  g i r l  whom A nderson k i s s e d  g i r l  c a l l e d  
th e  p o l i c e .
(b) Fum bling F red  i s  lo o k in g  f o r  a w ife .
(a) i s  v e ry  u n l ik e ly  t o  be a n y th in g  b u t s p e c i f ic  ( i . e .  "s . . .  f o r  any c a fe "
w ants
p la n s
in te n d s
The s p e c i f i c  sen se  im p lie s  e x is te n c e  and may be p a ra p h ra se d :
30. (a) T here i s  a m i l l i o n a i r e  who Maud w ants t o  m arry ;
(b) Maud w ants to  m arry  . io n a i r e ;
(c) Maud w ants t o  m arry ^this'} m il l i o n a i r e
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n o n - s p e c i f i c a l l y : th u s  (32) i s  no t i n  f a c t  am biguous i n  th e  same way a s  
(29 ) 3  b u t  in s t e a d  i s  n o n - s p e c i f ic :
32. Maud w ants t h e r e  to  be a  m i l l i o n a i r e  f o r  h e r  t o  m arry .
However, i t  seems to  me t h a t  B a k e r’ s s o lu t io n  a t  t h i s  p o in t  i s  c o u n te r ­
i n t u i t i v e :  n o n - s p e c i f ic  i n d e f i n i t e s  c l e a r l y  do no t p resu p p o se  e x is te n c e .  
B oth (29) and (3 2 ) have an  S embedded under w an t. w hich im poses a  c o n d i t io n  
o f  u n f u l f i l l e d n e s s  upon th e  v e rb  im m ed ia te ly  below  i t :  th u s  i n  (29)* Maud 
i s  n e c e s s a r i ly  u n m arried  t o  (some o r  any) m i l l i o n a i r e ;  i n  (3 2 ) , th e r e
n e c e s s a r i ly  i s  no m i l l i o n a i r e  around  f o r  Maud to  m arry  a t  t h e  tim e  o f  th e
m ajor p r e d i c a t e .  B aker a n a ly s e s  a  se n te n c e  s im i la r  i n  form  to  t h i s  p r e ­
s u p p o s i t io n  o f  (3 2 ):
33* (a ) T here i s  no one i n  t h i s  room who knows th e  q u a d ra t ic  fo rm u la , 
s u g g e s t in g  t h a t  u n d e r ly in g  i t  i s  a  n e g a te d  p o s i t iv e - e x is b e n c e  p r e d i c a t e :
(b) I t  i s  no t th e  ca se  t h a t  th e r e  i s  someone i n  th e  room who 
knows th e  q u a d ra t ic  fo rm u la .
Thus th e  p r e s u p p o s i t io n  on (32) m ight o v e r l i e :
34. I t  i s  no t th e  ca se  t h a t  th e r e  i s  a m i l l i o n a i r e  f o r  Maud to  m arry , 
(and  n o t ic e  t h a t  b o th  (32) and i t s  n e g a tiv e  p resu p p o se  (34 )> show ing i t  to  
be a g enu ine  p r e s u p p o s i t io n ) .  So, u n d e r ly in g  b o th  s e n se s  o f  (29) i s  th e  
p r e s u p p o s i t io n  o f  u n f u l f i l l e d n e s s :
35. I t  i 's  no t th e  ca se  t h a t  Maud i s  m a rr ie d  t o  a  m i l l i o n a i r e ,  
b u t th e  s p e c i f i c  se n se , i n  a d d i t io n ,  p re su p p o se s  e x is t e n c e :
3 6 . T here i s  a m i l l i o n a i r e  who Maud w ants to  m arry .
My q u e s t io n  a t  t h i s  p o in t  i s :  i f  an  e x i s t e n t i a l  such  a s  (36 ) u n d e r l ie s  
( i . e .  a s  a  d e r i v a t i o n a l  s ta g e )  no t o n ly  th e  s p e c i f i c  sen se  o f  (2 9 ), b u t  
a ls o  i t s  n o n - s p e c i f ic  se n se , how i s  th e  a m b ig u ity  o f  (29) to  be e x p la in e d ?
R e tu rn in g  to  d e f i n i t e  a r t i c l e s ,  i n  s e c t io n  VI B aker s u g g e s ts  t h a t  
h i s  fo rm u la t io n  i n  (27) above i s  in a d e q u a te  s in c e  embedded c la u s e s  c o n ta in ­
in g  d e f i n i t e s  would by t h a t  fo rm u la t io n  le a d  to  an  I n f i n i t e  s e r i e s  o f  
em beddings o f  e x i s t e n t i a l s ,  e .g .
37. (a) T h e re ’s a f i s h  t h a t  John w ants t o  c a tc h ;
(b) T h e re ’ s a  f i s h  wh John w ants to  c a tc h  t h e ^  t h e r e ’s a  f i s h  
wh John w ants t o  c a tc h  th e  ^ t h e r e ’ s a  f i s h  wh John  w ants 
t o  c a tc h  t h e t h e r e ’s . . .  ^  f i s h .
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B a k e r 's  a l t e r n a t i v e  i s  t o  p ro p o se  ’’t h a t  a noun p h ra se  may become d e f i n i t e  
w henever th e r e  i s  an  o c c u rre n c e  o f  an  i d e n t i c a l  noun (w ith  i d e n t i c a l  r e f e r ­
ence) i n  an  e x i s t e n t i a l  o c c u r r in g  p r e v io u s ly  i n  th e  d is c o u r s e  o r  e l s e  i n  
th e  same t r e e ” ( p .1 6 ) . G iven t h a t ,  a s  we have seen , B aker w ants to  d e r iv e
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s p e c i f i c  (and  n o n - s p e c i f ic )  i n d e f i n i t e s  from  e x i s t e n t i a l s ,  t h i s  p ro p o s a l  
am ounts t o  s a y in g  t h a t  " f i r s t - m e n t io n s "  i n  a d is c o u r s e  a re  i n d e f i n i t e ,  
w h ile  su b seq u en t m en tions a re  d e f i n i t e :  no t a s t r i k i n g l y  o r i g i n a l  o b s e rv a t io n . 
Nor, how ever, i s  i t  p a r t i c u l a r l y  a c c u r a te :  I  have a rg u ed  t h a t  an  e x i s t e n t i a l  
d e r i v a t i o n  f o r  n o n - s p e c i f ic s  does n o t ap p e ar to  be w e ll- fo u n d e d . However, 
even  assum ing t h a t  i t  i s ,  th e  r u le  o f  a n a p h o ric  d e f i n i t i z a t i o n  would have 
to  be h ig h ly  i d io s y n c r a t i c  s e m a n t ic a l ly :
38. (a) C o lin  w ants to  m arry  a nymphomaniac;
(b) The nymphomaniac must own a b rew ery ;
(c ) The nymphomaniac w ants to  m arry  G o lin ;
(d) The nymphomaniac i s  a  p ro fo u n d ly  d i s tu r b e d  p e rso n ;
(e ) The nymphomaniac i s  a s e x u a l ly  i n s a t i a b l e  woman;
( f )  The nymphomaniac d o e s n 't  e x i s t ,
(38a) may, l i k e  (29)> be e i t h e r  s p e c i f i c  o r  n o n - s p e c i f i c .  However, th e  
p o s s ib le  su b seq u en t m en tio n s (38b) -  ( f )  s e l e c t  (d isa m b ig u a te )  th e  i n t e r ­
p r e t a t i o n  o f  (38a) i n  a  way t h a t  must depend on t h e i r  own i n t e r n a l  m eaning. 
Thus, (38b) s e l e c t s  th e  n o n - s p e c i f ic  se n se , s in c e  a s  we have seen  above, 
i t  c o n ta in s  a  s t i p u l a t i o n ,  w hich i s  an  u n f u l f i l l e d  c o n d i t io n .  (38c) 
s e l e c t s  th e  s p e c i f i c  s e n se , s in c e ,  a lth o u g h  i t s  p r e d ic a te  i s  s t r u c t u r a l l y  
s im i la r  to  t h a t  o f  (3 8 a ) , th e  o b je c t  o f th e  low er S i s  d e f i n i t e  (a s  p ro p e r  
nouns a lm o st in v a r i a b ly  a r e ,  c f .  s e c t io n  2 . 16) .  (38d) i s  am biguous betw een
a s p e c i f i c  and a  n o n - s p e c i f ic  ( i n  t h i s  c a se , g e n e r ic )  s e n se , and t h i s  
depends upon th e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  th e  i n d e f i n i t e  p r e d ic a te  NP. (3 8 e ) , 
on  th e  o th e r  hand, w hich i s  s u p e r f i c i a l l y  s im i la r ,  can  o n ly  be n o n - s p e c i f ic ,  
i n  f a c t ,  s in c e  i t s  sen se  i s  a n a ly t i c ,  and t h e r e f o r e  g e n e r ic ;  i t  t h e r e f o r e  
s e l e c t s  th e  n o n - s p e c i f ic  sen se  o f  (38a ) ,  (38f )  i s ,  o d d ly  enough, a t  once
s p e c i f i c  and n o n - e x i s t e n t i a l  (a l th o u g h  a n o n - s p e c i f ic  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  i s  
j u s t  p o s s ib l e :  C o l in 's  c o n d it io n s  f o r  w ifehood a re  nymphomania and non­
e x is t e n c e ) .  The a p p a re n t p a rad o x  i s  e x p la in e d  by th e  o b s e rv a t io n  t h a t  
(3 8 f ) i s  m e ta l i n g u is t ic  o r ,  a t  l e a s t ,  de d ic to  ( c f .  McCawley 1 9 7 0 a): b u t  
I  say  she d o e s n 't  e x i s t . I  canno t im agine how th e s e  v e ry  d i f f e r e n t  con­
d i t i o n s  c o u ld  be b u i l t  i n to  e i t h e r  a  s y n ta c t ic  t r a n s f o r m a t io n  o r  a r u le  
o f  d e e p -  o r  s u r f a c e - s t r u c tu r e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .
A second  o b je c t io n  to  B a k e r 's  a l t e r n a t i v e  (am ounting to  f i r s t - m e n t io n s  
b e in g  i n d e f i n i t e ,  su b seq u e n t m en tions d e f i n i t e )  i s  t h a t  th e  a n te c e d e n t to  
an  a n a p h o ric  d e f i n i t e  NP can  e a s i l y  be a p ro p e r  N (w hich a s  we have se en  
i s  d e f i n i t e ) ,  a  c a ta p h o r ic  d e f i n i t e  NP, o r  a hom ophoric d e f i n i t e  NP:
39- (a) Mr. John  S to n eh o u se , MP, s a t  i n  an  A u s t r a l ia n  p r i s o n  c e l l  
to n ig h t  . . .  I t  was a  d ay -lo n g  drama f o r  th e  runaw ay MP . . .  
th e  MP a rg u ed  h e a te d ly  . . .  Then th e  man who had b een  
B r i t a i n ’ s P o s tm a s te r  G en e ra l i n  th e  1960*3 s tr u g g le d  to  a  
d e p a r tu re  g a te  . . .
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(b) The th r e e  b ig g e s t  r a i l  u n io n s have been  in v i t e d  to  meet th e  
B r i t i s h  R ailw ays Board . . .  The t h r e e  u n io n s  have been  to ld  
t h a t  th e  t a l k s  w i l l  in v o lv e  th e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  and im plem ent­
a t i o n  o f  th e  r e c e n t  pay t r i b u n a l  aw ard . . .
i b i d .
(c )  The F rench  Government confirm ed  to d a y  t h a t  i t  had c a r r i e d
i t s  f i r s t  underg round  n u c le a r  t e s t  . . .  E x p e r ts  c o n s id e r  
t h a t  th e  l a t e s t  e x p lo s io n  co n firm s th e  F ren ch  G overnm ent's  
d e c is io n  . . .
i b i d .
P resum ably , B aker w ould not a rgue  t h a t  th e s e  f i r s t - m e n t io n s  c o n ta in e d  an  
e x i s t e n t i a l  p r e d ic a te  o f  th e  form  he p o s tu l a te s  f o r  i n d e f i n i t e  f i r s t - m e n t io n s  
(th o u g h  o f  c o u rse  th e y  a l l  p resu p p o se  e x is t e n c e ) .  Even i f  he d id ,  th e  ana­
p h o r ic  su b se q u e n t-m e n tio n  i n  (39a) i s  n o t an  i d e n t i c a l  noun (though  i t  has 
i d e n t i c a l  r e f e r e n c e ) :  th u s  th e  c o n d it io n  f o r  h i s  r u le  would n o t be m et, and 
(39a) would be m arked a s  d e v ia n t .
Nor, in d e e d , i s  i t  th e  case  t h a t  a n a p h o ric  NPs a re  alw ays d e f i n i t e :  a s  
we s h a l l  see  i n  th e  n ex t s e c t io n ,  an  i n d e f i n i t e  an ap h o r i s  p e r f e c t l y  p o s s ib le :  
4.0. M ort has a  la r g e  c i r c l e  o f  c ra z y  f r i e n d s -  For exam ple, he has 
a  f r i e n d  who s t u f f s  b e e t l e s ,  
w hich, th o u g h  g ra m m a tic a lly  i n d e f i n i t e ,  i s  s e m a n t ic a l ly  " d e f in i t e "  ( i n  t h a t  
i t  r e f e r s  to  a  s p e c i f i c ,  known in d iv id u a l ) ,  b u t n o n - id e n t i f y in g .  (T h is  
r e c a l l s  T a g l i c h t 's  s u g g e s t io n  (d is c u s s e d  above) t h a t  [+ spec] r e p r e s e n t s  
th e  sp e a k e r  i d e n t i f y in g  an  e n t i t y  f o r  h im s e lf ,  w h ile  [+ d e f]  i d e n t i f i e s  i t  
f o r  th e  h e a r e r .  However, a s  we have seen , [-f spec] i s  i n  f a c t  a  much more 
com plex c o n d i t io n  th a n  T a g l ic h t  a c c o u n ts  f o r ) .
I t  seems d o u b tfu l ,  th e n , t h a t  a l l  i n d e f i n i t e s  a re  e x i s t e n t i a l l y - d e r i v e d  
( i n  f a c t ,  i t  i s  no t even  th e  case  t h a t  th e y  a l l  p resu p p o se  e x is te n c e ,  even  
i n  some p o s s ib le  w o rld :
4 1 . (a) An aged  baby i s  a  c o n t r a d ic t io n  i n  te rm s ;
(b) I ’m lo o k in g  f o r  a  re p la c e m e n tj
(c) I  d ream t I  was a cucum ber.
I n  f a c t ,  (41c) p re su p p o se s  I, ( am 1 n o t a  cucum ber) .
I w as\
T h is  le a d s  us t o  a sk  how B aker a c c o u n ts  f o r  i n d e f i n i t e s  i n  c o p u la t iv e  
p r e d i c a t e s :
4 2 . I  am a  g e n iu s .
I s  t h i s  t o  he d e r iv e d  from :
4 3 . T here i s  a  g e n iu s  who i s  me
9? 3€\(w hich I  would mark i f  n o t a c tu a l l y  )?  A ll  o f  th e s e  d o u b ts  a p p e a r  to
add up to  a  c o n s id e ra b le  c a se  a g a in s t  B a k e r 's  argum ents*
R e f e r r in g  to  th e  above c a te g o r ie s  o f  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  th e n , th e  p o s s i ­
b i l i t i e s  f o r  i n d e f i n i t e  NP a n te c e d e n ts  to  r e l a t i v e  c la u s e s  ( i . e . ,  f o r  th e
sake o f  t h i s  e x p o s i t io n ,  th o s e  w ith  a) ap p e ar to  be p r e s e n t  i n :
44* (a) I  have a  f r i e n d  who c o l l e c t s  wombats (ANAPHORIC o r
ITERATIVE)
(b) I  want a  f r i e n d  who c o l l e c t s  wombats (STIPULATIVE)
(c )  An Eskimo who c o l l e c t s  b ee rm ats  i s  somewhat (ANAPHORIC o r
. u n u su a l STIPU LA TE )
(d) A t a r a n t u l a  i s  a  p o iso n o u s  s p id e r  w hich l i v e s  (GENERIC) 
i n  th e  T ro p ic s .
(e) A t a r a n t u l a  w hich answ ers to  th e  name o f  (ANAPHORIC o r
'T ib b ie s ' has b een  l o s t  i n  th e  M a c c le s f ie ld  STIPULATIVE) 
a re a
( f )  A t a r a n t u l a  w hich b i t e s  my m o th e r - in - la w  w i l l  (PREDICTIVE) 
d ie  i n  agony
(g) A man who comes to  c le a n  o u r d r a in  e v e ry
Tuesday gave me a t i p  f o r  th e  Derby (ITERATIVE)
(h) A t r a v e l l e r  who came in to  view  o v e r th e  brow 
o f  th e  h i l l  b o re  a l l - t h e  s ig n s  o f  hunger and
f a t ig u e  (ITERATIVE)'
These show s im i la r  v a r i a t i o n s  i n  sen se  a c c o rd in g  to  v e rb  te n s e ,  ty p e  o f  
embedding e t c . ,  a s  d id  th e  e q u iv a le n t  exam ples w ith  d e f i n i t e s  above. I n  
th e  n e x t s e c t io n  I  s h a l l  t r y  to  show t h a t  th e  d i f f e r e n c e s  betw een  d e f i n i t e  
and i n d e f i n i t e  r e l a t i v e  c la u s e s  a re  s o le ly  c o n te x tu a l .
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I  s h a l l  d i s c u s s  Rs and NRs s e p a r a te ly ,  s t a r t i n g  w ith  th e  fo rm e r. I n  
th e  b r i e f  s tu d y  o f  d e f i n i t e n e s s  e t c .  i n  Rs above, I  n o te d  t h a t  th e r e  were 
two g e n e ra l  ty p e s  o f  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  f o r  " s p e c i f i c "  Rs, nam ely a n a p h o ric  and 
c a ta p h o r ic ,  each  o f  them c o v e rin g  s e v e r a l  s e p a ra te  s e n s e s , a s  fo l lo w s :
4 5 . ANAPHORIC 
A n teced en t r e f e r s  t o :
( i )  P re v io u s ly -m e n tio n e d ,
non-un ique m em ber(s) o f  
p r e v io u s ly - d e f in e d  s e t .
(r (14))
( i l )  P re v io u s ly -m e n tio n e d ,
u n iq u e ly -d e f in e d  s e t  o f  
one o r  more e n t i t i e s .
(= (16a ) )
( i l l )  P re v io u s ly -m e n tio n e d ,
u n iq u e ly -d e f in e d  s u b se t 
a  p r e v io u s ly - d e f in e d  se ‘
(= (16b ) )
T h is  l i s t  o f  se n se s  p r im a r i ly  r e f e r s  t o  a n te c e d e n ts  h av in g  th e  a s  d e te rm in e r , 
and i n  t h i s  c a se  a re  i d e n t i c a l l y  dep loyed  b o th  i h  th e  s in g u la r  and th e  p l u r a l .  
S im i la r  rem arks a p p ly , how ever, to  a n te c e d e n ts  w ith  o th e r  d e te rm in e rs , 
a lth o u g h  th e  deploym ent o f  s e n se s  i s  no t th e n  a s  i n  th e  d iagram  g iv en  i n  th e  
p re v io u s  s e c t io n .  The c lo s e s t  m atch i n  t h i s  r e s p e c t  i s  be tw een  th e  ( s g .)  
and a , w hich a r e ,  a s  n e a r  a s  I  can  t e l l ,  synonymous when g e n e r ic ,  and d i f f e r  
o th e rw ise  m ain ly  i n  r e g a rd  to  th e  a n a p h o ric  s e n s e s . Thus:
4 6 . (a) A s u i t o r  who c a tc h e s  my d a u g h te r  i s  a  lu c k y  man,
can  be a n a p h o ric  (a s  w e ll  a s  i t e r a t i v e ,  p r e d ic t iv e  and s t i p u l a t i v e ) ,  and th e n  
m ost o b v io u s ly  has sense  ( i ) ,  b u t w ith o u t th e  'p r e v io u s ly -m e n t io n e d 1 c o n d i t io n  
(w hich i s  a  c o n te x tu a l  s t i p u l a t i o n ,  anyway):
( I ')  ‘A non-un ique member o f  a  p r e v io u s ly - d e f in e d  s e t '  i . e .
4 6 . (b) , 'One o f  th e  s u i t o r s  who c a tc h  my d a u g h te r  . . . '  ( c f .  (4 0 ) a b o v e ). 
The u n iq u e  s e t / s u b s e t  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  ( I I  and I I I )  a p p e a r  no t to  be a v a i l a b l e  
i n  t h i s  c a se , w hich te n d s  t o  co n firm  t r a d i t i o n a l  a c c o u n ts  o f  t h e  v . - a - v .  a , 
w hich make th e  e i t h e r  " u n iq u e ly  s p e c ify in g "  o r  e ls e  " r e f e r r in g  b a c k " . Remove 
th e s e  two c o n d i t io n s ,  and a l l  t h e r e  I s  l e f t  o f  th e  a n a p h o ric  s e n se s  i s  p r e ­
c i s e l y  ( l ')  above. On th e  o th e r  hand, I t  m ight be a rg u e d  t h a t  ( I ' )  seems 
to  be more o r  l e s s  th e  same a s  (IV ), th e  g e n e r ic  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  T h is  i s  
n o t so , how ever; th e  c r u c i a l  d i f f e r e n c e  betw een ( I ' )  and ( I? )  l i e s  i n  th e  
s t i p u l a t i o n  " p re v io u s ly -d e f in e d "  a s  opposed to  " s e l f - d e f i n i n g " . As I  have 
o b se rv ed  above, th e  g e n e r ic  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  i s  seem in g ly  in a p p l ic a b le  to  
s e n te n c e s  c o n ta in in g  d e f i n i t e  p r e d ic a te s  (a lth o u g h  what th e s e  a re  I s  by no 
means sim p ly  d e f in e d ) ,  so t h a t  (46 a) does not have th e  g e n e r ic  m eaning ( IV ).
CATAPHORIC
A n teced en t r e f e r s  t o :
(IV) Any member o f  a  s e l f ­
d e f in in g  s e t  (GENERIC)
(V) An in d iv id u a l  o r  s e t  o f  
in d iv id u a l s  d e s ig n a te d  
by  a d e f in in g  e x p re s s io n  
w hich may r e f e r  t o  'a c t u a l  
o c c u rre n c e  o r  s t a t e ' 
(ITERATIVE), o r
( VI) 'u n f u l f i l l e d  c o n d i t io n '
o f  (PREDICTIVE and STIPULATIVE).
T h is  i s  becau se  th e  g e n e r ic  sen se  r e l a t e s  to  c l a s s e s  ( s o t s ) ,  n o t i n d iv id u a l s  
(m em bers). S e t - th e o r y  would su g g e s t t h a t  a p o s s ib le  c o n f l a t i o n  o f  th e s e  
would be a s s o c ia te d  w ith  s e t s  c o n ta in in g  j u s t  a  s in g le  member, s in c e  o n e - 
member s e t s  a re ,  l i k e  z e r o - s e t s ,  f u l l y  e q u iv a le n t  i n  s e t - th e o r y  to  p l u r a l -  
member s e t s .  However, I  doubt i f  t h i s  i s  th e  ca se  i n  n a tu r a l  lan g u a g e ; 
t h a t  i s  to  say , I  doub t w hether one-member s e t s  can  e v e r  be g e n e r ic .  Thus, 
th e  f i r s t  man t o  s e t  fo o t  on^Mars . . . can  e i t h e r  p rec e d e  a d e f i n i t e  p r e d ic a te ,  
i n  w hich case  i t  w i l l  be i t e r a t i v e  ( . . .  (alw ays) e a t s  C ru n c h ie -P o p s / . . .  was 
v i o l e n t l y  s i c k ) , o r  e l s e  an  u n f u l f i l l e d - c o n d i t i o n  p r e d i c a t e ,  which w i l l  make 
i t  p r e d i c t i v e  o r  s t i p u l a t i v e  ( . . .  w i l l  be a  s c i e n t i s t ) , A " p re v io u s ly -  
d e f in e d  s e t"  I s  d e f in ite , A " s e l f - d e f i n i n g  s e t " ,  on  th e  o th e r  hand, does 
n o t r e f e r  t o  any s e t  s t i p u l a t e d  a s  e x i s t in g  p r io r  to  th e  s e le c t i o n  o f  one 
o f  i t s  members, b u t in s te a d  c o n s i s t s  o f  c o n d it io n s  th e  s a t i s f a c t i o n  o f 
w hich w i l l  g u a ra n te e  m em bership o f  some s e t  (hence th e  p o s s ib le  p a ra p h ra se  
w ith  l o g i c a l  IF/THSN ).
L et us now ta k e  th e  i t e r a t i v e ,  p r e d ic t iv e  and s t i p u l a t i v e  se n se s  o f  
(46 a ) ,  a l l  o f  w hich a re  c a ta p h o r ic .  The i t e r a t i v e  se n se  may ro u g h ly  be 
p a ra p h ra se d  as
4 6 . (c) 'T h e re  a re  s e v e r a l  s u i t o r s  who c a tc h  my d a u g h te r  r e g u la r ly ,
and one o f  them  i s  a  lu ck y  man ( i n  some u n s p e c i f ie d  r e s p e c t ) 1.
The d i f f e r e n c e  betw een (46b) and (c) i s  t h a t  th e  l a t t e r  b u t no t th e  fo rm er
c o u ld  i n i t i a t e  a  d is c o u r s e ,  w hich i s  to  say  t h a t  (4 6 c) c o n s i s t s  o f  an
e x is t e n c e - p r e d ic a te  f o r  a s e t ,  to g e th e r  w ith  r e c o g n i t i o n - c r i t e r i a  f o r  s e t  
m em bership and s p e c i f i c a t i o n  o f  a non-unique s u b s e t ,  w hereas (46b) c o n s i s t s  
o f  a  p re v io u s ly - d e f in e d  s e t  and s p e c i f i c a t i o n  o f  a  non-un ique  s u b s e t .  I t  
lo o k s , t h e r e f o r e ,  a s  though  (?) ( i t e r a t i v e )  i s  th e  c a ta p h o r ic  e q u iv a le n t  o f 
( l )  and ( l 1) ,  w ith  th e  e x is te n c e  p r e d ic a t io n  and d e f in in g  c r i t e r i a  b e in g
e q u iv a le n t  I n  some sense  t o  p re v io u s  m en tion  and p re v io u s  d e f i n i t i o n
(p e rh a p s  r e s p e c t i v e ly ) .
The p r e d i c t i v e  sense  o f  (4 6a) may be p a ra p h ra se d  a s
4 6 . (d) ' I f  t h e r e  i s  a s u i t o r  who w i l l  (be a b le  to )  c a tc h  my d a u g h te r ,
he w i l l  be a  lu ck y  man ( to  have cau g h t such  a p r i z e ) ' .
A gain, t h i s  seems to  me to  be p r a c t i c a l l y  synonymous w ith  th e  e q u iv a le n t  
d e f in i te ly - d e te r m in e d  se n te n c e  (22a) i n  i t s  p r e d i c t i v e  s e n s e . For no t 
e a s i l y  d e f in a b le ,  though  p e rh a p s  n e v e r th e le s s  o b v io u s , re a s o n s , th e r e  a re  
no a n a p h o ric  e q u iv a le n ts  o f  p r e d i c t i v e  m eanings, s in c e  i n  p r e d i c t i n g ,  one 
i s  d e s ig n a t in g  th e  c o n d it io n s  f o r  membership o f  some s e t  (a s  w ith  (4 6 c ) )
th o u g h  w ith o u t any e x is t e n c e - p r e d ic a te  ( s in c e  e x is te n c e  i s  c o n d i t io n a l  upon 
th e  c r i t e r i a  l a i d  down b e in g  s a t i s f i e d ,  and p r e d i c t i n g  i s  a  s ta te m e n t o f  
th e s e  c r i t e r i a ) .
The s t i p u l a t i v e  sen se  o f  (4 6 a ) :
4 6 . (e) ' I f  t h e r e  i s  a  s u i t o r  who w i l l  be a b le  t o  c a tc h  my d a u g h te r ,
he w i l l  have to  be a  lu ck y  man ( i n  o rd e r  to  c a tc h  h e r ) ' ,
a g a in  i s  v i r t u a l l y  i d e n t i c a l  i n  m eaning w ith  th e  s t i p u l a t i v e  sense  o f  ( 22a ) .  
I n s te a d  o f  p r e d i c t i n g  a consequence o f  m em bership o f  some s e t  (a s  (4 6 b) d o e s ) , 
(4&e) adds a  f u r t h e r  c o n d i t io n  f o r  se t-m em b ersh ip . O th e rw ise , (4 6 d) and (e) 
a re  i d e n t i c a l ,  and I  have te n d e d  to  ta k e  them  t o g e th e r .  In d eed , i n  a l l  th e  
en v iro n m en ts  I  have t e s t e d ,  p r e d ic t iv e  and s t i p u l a t i v e  se n se s  o c c u r  over 
p r e c i s e l y  th e  same ran g e  o f  i te m s , w ith  b u t a  s in g le  e x c e p tio n , 0 + p i :
4 7 . D o c to rs  who t r e a t  my d a u g h te r  a re  lu c k y  men,
w hich can  be e i t h e r  i t e r a t i v e  o r  s t i p u l a t i v e ,  b u t n o t p r e d i c t i v e .  Why t h i s  
shou3.d b e , I  can n o t say .
The s i t u a t i o n  seems to  b e , t h e r e f o r e ,  t h a t  th e  and a  (and  in d ee d  o th e r  
d e te rm in e rs  and q u a n t i f i e r s  to o )  a re  synonymous i n  g e n e r ic  c o n te x ts  (though  
th e r e  a re  s t i l l  some a s  y e t  u n e x p la in e d  c o -o c c u rre n c e  d i s t i n c t i o n s  betw een  
them :
4 8 . (a) The m a d rig a l I s  p o ly p h o n ic /p o p u la r .
(b) M a d rig a ls  a re  p o ly p h o n ic /p o p u la r .
(c) A m a d rig a l I s  p o ly p h o n ic /^ p o p u la r .
[C ite d , w ith  s im i la r  puzz lem en t, I n  L aw ler 1 9 7 2 :1 0 ]) .
I t  m ight be s u g g e s te d  t h a t  th e  te rm  " g e n e r ic " ,  a s  commonly u sed , c o v e rs  
s e v e r a l  s e n s e s . (4 8 a) m ight r e a s o n a b ly  be re g a rd e d  a s  a  t r u e  g e n e r ic ,  s in c e  
i t  r e f e r s  to  a  ty p e , r a c e ,  s p e c ie s ,  e t c . ,  and one I s  p r e d i c t i n g  som eth ing  
o f  th e  whole genus- (4 8 c )> however, i s  p e rh ap s  d e f i n i t i o n a l :  i f  x  I s  a  
m a d r ig a l, th e n  x  i s  p o ly p h o n ic . I f  th e  p r e d ic a te  d e n o te s  what th e  sp e ak e r  
h o ld s  to  be an  e s s e n t i a l  p r o p e r ty ,  i t  w i l l  c o -o c c u r  w ith  b o th  d e f i n i t e  and 
i n d e f i n i t e  s in g u la r s  -  b u t  t h i s  does n o t make them  synonymous. (48 b ) ,  on 
th e  o th e r  hand, i s  p e rh a p s  in d e te rm in a te  r a t h e r  t h a n  am biguous betw een 
g e n e r ic  and o th e r  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s .
I f  t h i s  i s  in d e e d  th e  c a se , one would e x p e c t t o  be a b le  to  d i s t i n g u i s h  
betw een  (4 8 a ) ,  (b) and (c) c o n te x tu a l ly ,  e .g .  by c o n jo in in g  them w ith  
unam biguous s e n te n c e s .  One \jou ld  e x p e c t u n l ik e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  t o  be 
u n c o n jo in a b le . I  have been  u n a b le  to  f in d  any r e a l l y  c o n v in c in g  c o n te x ts ,  
b u t  such  exam ples a s  I  have examined seem e i t h e r  t o  a c c e p t a l l  t h r e e
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s e n te n c e s , o r  e l s e  f in d  them  u n ifo rm ly  odd, e .g .
( ] t h 0 j  m a d r ig a l^
4 8 . (d) ??T h is  s in g -s o n g  and<  La J V a re  b o th  p o ly p h o n ic .
f m a d r ig a ls  J
I f  t h i s  i s  a c c e p ta b le  a t  a l l ,  i t  seems to  me to  be so o n ly  a s  a  jo k e , w hich 
I s  f r e q u e n t ly  th e  c a se  w ith  s o - c a l le d  ,,u n g ram m atica l,, s e q u e n c e s . The and 
a  a ls o  a p p e a r  to  be synonymous i n  p r e d i c t i v e / s t i p u l a t i v e  c o n te x ts ,  (com pare 
(4 6 a) w ith  i n i t i a l  t h e ) .
S en ses  ( l l )  and ( i l l w h i c h  embody what I  have c a l l e d  u n iq u e n e ss , a re
a v a i l a b le  o n ly  to  t h e -d e te rm in e d  a n te c e d e n ts .  But w h e re in  l i e s  th e  an apho ra
o f  ( l l )  and ( i l l ) ?  I n  f a c t ,  i t  i s  no t th e  u n iq u en e ss  o f  th e s e  se n se s  w hich 
makes them  a n a p h o ric , b u t th e  s t i p u l a t i o n  " p re v io u s ly  m en tio n ed " j s u b t r a c t  
t h a t ,  and you a re  l e f t  w ith  a  p e r f e c t l y  a c c e p ta b le  c a ta p h o r ic  s e n te n c e  w hich 
c o u ld  e a s i l y  i n i t i a t e  d i s c o u r s e :
4 9 . (a )  I  jo in e d  a g roup  c o n s is t in g  o f  C h u r c h i l l 's ,  K enn ed y 's , and
de G a u l le 's  d o c to r s ,  among o th e r s .  The d o c to r  who had 
t r e a t e d  Kennedy was i h  th e  news once a g a in  l a s t  week 
(Sense I I ) .
(b) I  jo in e d  a  g roup c o n s is t in g  o f  K ennedy 's  p s y c h i a t r i s t ,  d o c to r ,  
d e n t i s t  and p h y s io th e r a p i s t .  The d o c to r  who had t r e a t e d
Kennedy was i n  th e  news once a g a in  l a s t  week (Sense I I I ) .
(c )  The d o c to r  who had t r e a t e d  Kennedy was i n  th e  news once
a g a in  l a s t  week (Sense V ). Shy, b e s p e c ta c le d  D r. Herman F ink
(4 5 ) c o n fid e d  to  r e p o r t e r s  t h a t  . . .
The d i f f e r e n c e  be tw een  (4 9 a) and (b ) ,  a s  can  r e a d i ly  be se en  from  th e  c o n te x t  
p ro v id e d , i s  c a r r i e d  by s t r e s s  i n  sp eech : (a )  w i l l  have p rim ary  s t r e s s  on 
Kennedy (w hich i n  t h i s  c o n te x t  i s  th e  c o n t r a s t i v e  te r m ) ,  and (b) w i l l  s t r e s s  
d o c to r  (w hich i s  th e  c o n t r a s t i v e  te rm  h e r e ) .  These s t r e s s e s  a r e  o f  c o u rse  
a v a i l a b l e  to  (4 9 c )1 and In d eed  i f  we ta k e  up th e s e  o p t io n s ,  we f in d  t h a t  
th e  m eaning o f  (4 9 c) (o r  r a t h e r  th e  p r e s u p p o s i t io n s )  v a r i e s  i n  p r e c i s e ly  
th e  same way. T h is  shows t h a t  th e  i t e r a t i v e  sen se  to o  may be u n d e rs to o d  i n  
te rm s o f  u n iq u e ly -d e f in e d  s b t s  o r  s u b s e ts ,  and s u g g e s ts  t h a t  th e  p r o p e r ty  
o f  'u n iq u e n e s s ' i s  i n  f a c t  c o n te x tu a l ,  b e in g  a f u n c t io n  o f  e i t h e r  a p r e v io u s ly  
d e l im i te d  c o n t r a s t i v e  s e t ,  o r  e l s e  a  l i n g u i s t i c a l l y  d e l im i te d  c o n t r a s t iv e  
s e t ,  e .g .
4 9 . (d) The d o c to r  who had t r e a t e d  Kennedy . . . ,
w hich o c c u rs  i n  c o n t r a s t  w ith  th e  l i n g u i s t i c  ( i n  t h i s  c a se  le x ic o -s e m a n t ic )
s e t :
b u t  n o t w ith  th e  more g e n e ra l  s e t :
50. The
su rg eo n
p s y c h i a t r i s t
d e n t i s t who had t r e a t e d  Kennedy . . . ,
51. The pop s in g e r  I n o v e l i s t  
r a c in g  d r iv e r
.who had t r e a t e d  Kennedy ( to  a d r in k )  . . .
Thus, s p e c i f i c a l l y  a n a p h o ric  e f f e c t s  a re  g a in e d  by " p re v io u s  m en tion" , 
w hereas th e  " u n iq u e ly  s p e c i f ie d "  e f f e c t  i s  g a in e d  from  e x p l i c i t  o r  i n f e r r e d  
c o n t r a s t ,  and f o r  th e  tim e  b e in g , we can s e t  them  a s id e  t o  be d e a l t  w ith  
a s  c o n te x tu a l ly -d e te r m in e d . T h is  le a v e s ,  a p a r t  from  s e n se s  (IV) and (V I), 
sense  (V) w hich we have seen , i s  i d e n t i c a l  w ith  sen se  ( I )  ex o ep t f o r  th e  
" p re v io u s  m ention" s t i p u l a t i o n .
I  b e l ie v e  t h a t  i t  i s  p o s s ib le ,  i n  l ik e  m anner, to  show t h a t  se n se s  (V) 
and (VI) a re  c o n te x tu a l  v a r i a n t s  o f  each  o th e r ,  w ith  te n s e  and t im e  r e l a t i o n ­
s h ip s  c o n s t i t u t i n g  th e  v a r ia b le  h e re . That i s  to  say , th e  d i f f e r e n c e s  b e t ­
ween (V) and (VI) a re  d e te rm in e d  by th e  t im e - s t r u c tu r e  o f  th e  d is c o u rs e  i n  
w hich s e n te n c e s  hav in g  th o s e  se n se s  a re  embedded. As th e  m ere s t i n d i c a t i o n  
o f  th e  t r u t h  o f  t h i s  p ro p o s a l ,  ta k e  th e  fo llo w in g  e x p l i c i t l y  i t e r a t i v e ,  
p r e d i c t i v e  and s t i p u l a t i v e  s e n te n c e s :
52- (a) The s u i t o r  who c a tc h e s  my d a u g h te r  happens to  be a  lu ck y
man (Sense (V ): i t e r a t i v e ) .
(b) The s u i t o r  who c a tc h e s  my d a u g h te r  w i l l  become a lu ck y  man 
(Sense (V i) :  p r e d i c t i v e ) .
(c) The s u i t o r  who c a tc h e s  my d a u g h te r  needs t o  be a lu ck y  man 
(Sense (V I): s t i p u l a t i v e ) .
I f  we embed th e s e  i n  a p p ro p r ia te  and d i s t i n c t i v e  c o n te x ts ,  we g e t :
53* (a) Do you know anybody who i s  e s p e c i a l l y  fa v o u re d  by F o rtu n e ?
(c) What s o r t  o f  man do you v i s u a l iz e  y o u r d a u g h te r 's  p ro s p e c t iv e  
husband a s  b e in g ?  (5 2 c ) .
I f  we t h e n  embed th e  tr ip ly -a m b ig u o u s  (22a) i n  th e  same c o n te x ts ,  we f in d  
i t  i s  no lo n g e r  am biguous:
22. (a) The s u i t o r  who c a tc h e s  my d a u g h te r  i s  a  lu c k y  man.
Y es: (5 2 a ) .
(b) Do you  p ro p o se  to  s e t t l e  any dowry on y o u r d a u g h te r 's
p r o s p e c t iv e  husband? No: (5 2 b ). T ha t ought to  be enough 
f o r  him.
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53- ( a ) 1 Do you know anybody who i s  e s p e c i a l l y  fa v o u re d  by F o rtu n e?
Yes: ( 22a ) .  (Sense (V) o n ly ) .
(b ) 1 Do you p ro p o se  to  s e t t l e  any dowry on y o u r d a u g h te r 's
p ro s p e c t iv e  husband? No: (2 2 a ) . T hat ough t to  be enough 
f o r  him. (Sense (VI) p r e d i c t i v e  o n ly ) .
( c ) 1 What s o r t  o f  man do you v i s u a l i s e  y o u r d a u g h te r 's  p ro s p e c t iv e  
husband a s  b e in g ?  (2 2 a ) . (Sense (VI) s t i p u l a t i v e  o n ly ) .
I  conc lude  t h a t  th e  d i f f e r e n c e s  betw een  se n se s  (V) and (V i) a re  p u re ly  
c o n te x tu a l .
To conc lude  t h i s  g ro u n d -c le a r in g  s e c t io n  o f  my pream ble to  a p ro p o sed  
sem an tic  th e o r y ,  i t  rem ains o n ly  to  compare what rem a in s  o f  th e  s e n se s  j u s t  
d is c u s s e d  w ith  sen se  ( IF ) ,  th e  g e n e r ic .  U sing somewhat th e  same te c h n iq u e , 
we can  show t h a t  s e n se s  (V) and (V I), am algam ated above, can  b o th  be shown 
to  be c o n te x tu a l  v a r i a n t s  o f  ( I F ) .  The f i r s t  o b s e rv a t io n  to  be made, how­
e v e r , i s  t h a t ,  b o th  i n  th e  16 se n te n c e s  p l o t t e d  i n  th e  c h a r t  i n  s e c t io n  3 *12, 
and i n  th e  160 o r  so v a r i a n t s  u s in g  o th e r  q u a n t i f ie r s *  t h e r e  r a r e l y  o c c u r 
form s w hich a re  am biguous be tw een  sen se  (IF ) and th e  o th e r  c a ta p h o r ic  s e n se s  
(b u t c f .  t h e  rem arks p re c e d in g  th e  c h a r t ) .  T h is  i s  b e c au se , a s  n o te d  on 
p .3 7 , th e  g e n e r ic  sen se  c o -o c c u rs  w ith  i n d e f i n i t e  NPs and p r e d i c a t e s ,  w h ile  
th e  o th e r  c a ta p h o r ic  s e n se s  fa v o u r  d e f in i te s *  As I  have i n  t h a t  p la c e  
p o in te d  o u t ,  how ever, exc '*  ' J- - ■■■•- * ^  Thus:
w hich i s  am biguous betw een  th e  s e v e r a l  s e n se s  we a re  i n v e s t i g a t in g .  Unambig­
uous e q u iv a le n ts  a r e :
23* (b) E very  d o c to r  who t r a i n s  a t  S t .  Bartholom ew s g e ts  a  good s t a r t .
T h is  i s  n o t a c tu a l l y  i d e n t i c a l  w ith  th e  g e n e r ic ,  i t  sh o u ld  be n o te d . The 
t r u e  g e n e r ic  w olves a re  f i e r c e  a s  a  s ta te m e n t would n o t be in v a l id a t e d  i n  
th e  r e a l  w orld  by th e  p ro d u c tio n  o f  a  g e n tle  w o lf . One sh o u ld  p e rh a p s  
i n t e r p r e t  th e  g e n e r ic ,  t h a t  i s  to  say , a s  im p ly in g  ' t y p i c a l l y 1 o r  'u s u a l l y '  
o f  i t s  p r e d i c a t e .  On th e  o th e r  hand, i t  m ight a ls o  be a rg u e d  (though  p e r ­
haps n o t q u i te  so c o n v in c in g ly )  t h a t  th e  " u n iv e r s a l  q u a n t i f i e r "  e v e ry  i s  
u n iv e r s a l  o n ly  i n  l o g ic ;  i n  r e a l  lan g u ag e , e v e ry , to o ,  m ight adm it e x c e p t io n s , 
e .g .  e v e ry  l e c t u r e r  has  a  good d e g re e . I f  t h i s  i s  so , we may s p e c u la te  t h a t  
th e  c o n t r a c tu a l  r e l a t i o n s h ip  betw een  sp e ak e r  and l i s t e n e r  i s  no t deemed to
23* (a ) The d o c to r who t r a i n s  j w ith  P ro fe s s o r  K ra n k h e it)  g e ts  a  
C a t S t .  Bartholom ew s J
good s t a r t ,
(Sense ( IV ) : g e n e r ic ) .
be b ro k en  s im p ly  b e c au se  a n  e x c e p tio n  to  a n  e v e ry - s ta te m e n t  can be found : 
e v e ry  would th e n  be b e t t e r  view ed a s  p o s s e s s in g  n o t th e  a b s o lu te  " u n iv e r s a l11 
se n se , b u t r a t h e r  th e  sen se  o f  'w i th  a  v e ry  h ig h  p r o b a b i l i t y  o f  t r u t h 1, o r  
' c r i t e r i a l l y ' .  I f  t h i s  i s  so , th e  s o - c a l le d  " lo g ic a l "  q u a n t i f i e r  c o u ld  be 
a d m itte d  i n to  th e  c a te g o ry  o f  hedges (G. L ako ff 1972c) i n  n a tu r a l  fu z z y  
lo g ic .
23* (c ) The d o c to r  who does h i s  ( a t h l e t i c ) t r a i n i n g  a t  S t .  Bartholom ew s 
g e ts  a  good s t a r t  (ev e ry  m orning) (Sense (V ): i t e r a t i v e ) .
(d) The d o c to r  who i s  t o  t r a i n  a t  S t ,  Bartholom ew s w i l l  f in d  he 
g e ts  a good s t a r t  (Sense V I): p r e d i c t i v e ) .
Embedding th e s e  i n to  a p p r o p r ia t e ly  d i s c r im in a t in g  c o n te x ts ,  we g e t :
54* (a ) Commenting on th e  r e l a t i v e  m e r i ts  o f  th e  m ajor t r a i n i n g -  
h o s p i t a l s ,  th e  M in is te r  s a id :  (2 3 b ).
(b) At t h i s  tim e  i n  th e  m orning, th e  C ity  i s  a lm o st d e s e r te d .
The few  p e o p le  who a re  abou t a re  r e g u la r  com ponents o f  th e
sc e n e . The n e w s p a p e r - s e l le r  s e t s  up h i s  s ta n d ;  th e  ro a d -
sw eeper c l e a r s  away l a s t  n i g h t 's  d e b r i s ;  (23c) . . .
(c ) What a re  th e  a d v a n ta g e s  f o r  a  ,B a r t s - t r a in e d  m ed ic a l man?
(23d) . . .
I f ,  however, we s u b s t i t u t e  (23a) f o r  th e  r e s p e c t iv e  s e n te n c e s  (23b) -  (d) 
i n  any o f  th e s e  d is c o u r s e s ,  we f in d  t h a t  (23a) i s  no lo n g e r  s e v e ra l-w a y s  
am biguous. We a ls o  f in d  t h a t  th e  s e n te n c e s  (23b) -  (d) a re  no t f r e e l y  
d i s t r i b u t a b l e  among th e  c o n te x ts  (54a) -  ( c ) .
I t  would seem, t h e r e f o r e ,  t h a t  s e n se s  (IV) and (V )/(V I) a re  in d e e d  
c o n te x tu a l  v a r i a n t s .  F u rth e rm o re , I  w ish  to  ta k e  se n se  (IV) a s  b a s ic ,  
s in c e  i t  i s  unmarked and more o r  l e s s  n e u t r a l  w ith  r e g a rd  t o  t e n s e - s t r u c t u r e  
and t im e - r e l a t i o n s h ip s  ( i t  i s  commonly a s s o c ia te d  w ith  'p r e s e n t  t e n s e  f o r  
a l l  t i m e ' ,  'u n i v e r s a l  p r e s e n t ' ,  ' t im e le s s  p r e s e n t '  e t c . ) .
I  p ro p o se , t h e r e f o r e ,  to  use  sense  (IV") a s  my b a s ic  r e s t r i c t i v e  mode, 
d e r iv in g  a l l  o th e r  s e n se s  from  i t  by means o f  c o n te x tu a l  r e p r e s e n ta t i o n s .  
T h is  i s  no t t o  say t h a t  my exam ples w i l l  n e c e s s a r i ly  be unam biguous; b u t 
I  m a in ta in  t h a t  th e y  w i l l  be ambiguous o n ly  i n s o f a r  a s  t h e i r  p o t e n t i a l  
c o n te x ts  rem a in  i n d i s t i n c t ,  o r  o f  c o u rse , a s  o c c a s io n a l ly  i n  th e  p re s e n t  
c irc u m s ta n c e s , a b s e n t a l t o g e th e r .
By c o n t r a s t  to  th e  c o n te x tu a l  c o m p lex ity  o f  Rs, th e  r o le  o f  th e  d e te r ­
m iner i n  M s  p r e s e n t s  few  p rob lem s, s in c e  an  o th e rw is e  unm od ified  M  i s  
n ev e r i t e r a t i v e ,  s t i p u l a t i v e  o r  p r e d i c t i v e ;  i t  can  o n ly  be g e n e r ic  o r
a n a p h o r ic . A d d i t io n a l ly /  i t  may be n o n -p h o r ic :
55. (a) The cam el, w hich has one o r  two humps, may go f o r  days 
w ith o u t w a te r . (GENERIC)
(b) . . .  The d e fe n d a n t, who wore a p a le  pink; se q u in e d  b o i l e r ­
s u i t ,  p le a d e d  Not G u il ty  to  G rievous Bad T a s te .  (ANAPHORIC)
(c) Mr. Benn, who b e a rs  no m alice  to w ard s  th e  Prim e M in is te r ,
was to d a y  p la n n in g  th e  s t a t e  ta k e - o v e r  o f  Gannex R a in c o a ts
L td . (NON-PHQRIC)
(cO The Pope, who i s  n o rm ally  th e  most p l a c i d  o f  men, s u r p r i s e d
o b s e rv e r s  to d a y  by excom m unicating th e  P a p a l l e g a t e .
(NON-PHORIC)
A naphoric  o f  NRs, how ever, does no t u s u a l ly  im ply  th e  c la ss-m em b ersh ip  
se n se s  w hich Rs may have by v i r t u e  o f  th e  s p e c i f i c a t i o n  c o n ta in e d  i n  th e  
r e l a t i v e  c la u s e .  I t  i s  p o s s ib le ,  though , t h a t  such  s p e c i f i c a t i o n  may 
have o c c u rre d  i n  th e  " p re v io u s-m e n tio n "  i n  th e  p re c e d in g  c o n te x t .  R e fe r r in g  
to  a  p re v io u s  example ((4 9 ) ab o v e ), an  NR such  a s  (55e) i s  p e r f e c t l y  f e a s ­
i b l e  :
55. (e) I  jo in e d  a group c o n s is t in g  o f  K ennedy 's p s y c h i a t r i s t ,
d o c to r ,  d e n t i s t  and p h y s io th e r a p i s t .  The d o c to r ,  who had 
t r e a t e d  Kennedy f o r  f iv e  y e a r s ,  o f f e r e d  me a  d r in k .
T h is  i s  ANAPHORIC I I I ,  and d o c to r  w i l l  r e c e iv e  c o n t r a s t i v e  s t r e s s  i n  
r e c o g n i t io n  o f  t h i s  c la ss-m em b ersh ip  s p e c i f i c a t i o n .  The two n o n -p h o ric  
u s e s  o c c u r, i t -  w i l l  be n o t ic e d , when th e  a n te c e d e n t  NP i s  e i t h e r  p ro p e r  
o r  hom ophoric, n e i t h e r  o f  w hich p o s s i b i l i t i e s  i s  open to  Rs, (ex c e p t t h a t  
th e r e  i s  a  c e r t a i n  s q u is h in e s s  betw een Rs and hom ophoric NPs, a s  t h e r e  i s  
be tw een  hom ophoric NPs and p ro p e r  Ns:
56. (a) The Man Who Never Was d i d n 't  ta k e  o f f  th e  c o a t  he w a s n 't
w e a rin g ;
(b) The Spy Who Came I n  From The Cold warmed h i s  hands i n  
f r o n t  o f  th e  f i r e .
(c )  The Man Who S hot L ib e r ty  F a l la n c e  was r e a l l y  Hopalong 
C a ss id y .
I n s o f a r  a s  th e  c a p i t a l i z e d  NPs a re  u n a n a ly sa b le  u n i t s ,  th e y  a re  e q u iv a le n t  
t o  hom ophoric NPs su ch  a s  th e  U n iv e rse , th e  Sun, th e  Queen, th e  A rchb ishop  
o f  C a n te rb u ry , th e  Mayor o f  E a s t  B e r l i n , th e  S e c r e ta r y  o f  S ta te  f o r  O verseas 
D evelopm ent, th e  Man i n  B lack , th e  G i r l  w ith  th e  G olden E y e s . T h is  l i s t  
to o  r e p r e s e n t s  what I  ta k e  to  be a continuum  from  m ost hom ophoric ("m ost 
u n iq u e " , i f  I  may use a so le c ism ) to  l e a s t  hom ophoric ( v i r t u a l  r e l a t i v e  
c l a u s e s ) .)
As I  have a lr e a d y  p o in te d  o u t ( s e c t io n  2 . 1 6 ) , d e f i n i t e  M s , w ith  th e  
e x c e p tio n s  r e p r e s e n te d  by ( 55a ) ,  (c) and (d ) ,  a re  a lw ays a n a p h o ric , s in c e  
th e y  canno t be d i s c o u r s e - i n i t i a l .  I n  f a c t ,  s in c e  th e  a n te c e d e n t  NP and 
r e l a t i v e  c la u s e  o f  an  M  do not form  a  s in g le  se m a n tic , s y n ta c t i c  o r  phono­
l o g i c a l  u n i t  (w hereas th o s e  o f  Rs d o ) , th e  a n te c e d e n t  NP i s ,  and  behaves
l i k e ,  any o th e r  in d ep e n d e n t NP. T h is  means t h a t  th e  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  i n  M s 
f o r  i n d e f i n i t e  d e te rm in e rs ,  to o ,  a re  no d i f f e r e n t  from  th o s e  i n  in d ep e n d e n t 
NPs:
57. (a )  I  have a f r i e n d ,  who c o l l e c t s  wombats.
( b ) ^ I  want a  f r i e n d ,  who c o l l e c t s  wombats.
(c) 35An Eskim o, who c o l l e c t s  b e e rm a ts , i s  somewhat u n u su a l.
(d) I  want a  f r i e n d .
(?)(e) 'An Eskimo i s  somewhat u n u su a l.
t \ ?( f )  A t a r a n t u l a  i s  a  p o iso n o u s  s p id e r ,  w hich l i v e s  i n  th e  T ro p ic s .-
(g) A t a r a n t u l a ,  w hich l i v e s  i n  th e  T ro p ic s , i s  a  p o iso n o u s  s p id e r .
(h) A t a r a n t u l a ,  w hich answ ers to  th e  name o f  }lT ib b le s%  has been
l o s t  i n  th e  M a c c le s f ie ld  a r e a .
/  \( i )  A t a r a n t u l a ,  w hich b i t e s  my m o th e r - in - la w , w i l l  d ie  i n  agony.
i \ 9( j )  A t a r a n t u l a  w i l l  d ie  i n  agony.
(k) A man, who comes t o  c le a n  ou r d r a in  e v e ry  Tuesday, gave me
a  t i p  f o r  th e  Derby.
( l )  A t r a v e l l e r ,  who came in to  view  o v e r th e  brow o f  th e  h i l l ,
bo re  a l l  th e  s ig n s  o f  hunger and f a t i g u e .
The s t a r r e d  (b ) ,  (c) and ( i )  a re  odd f o r  d i f f e r e n t  reasons." (d ) ,  ( i . e .  (b) 
m inus M ) i s  a c tu a l l y  am biguous betw een :
58. (a) I  want someone who w i l l  be a  f r i e n d  t o  me (STIPULATIVE)
and (b) I  want x , who i s  a f r i e n d  t o  me (M )
These a r e ,  o f  c o u rs e , th e  n o n - s p e c i f ic  and s p e c i f i c  s e n se s  we have a lr e a d y  
d is c u s s e d  ( s e c t io n  3 .1 2 ) .  T here i s  a ls o  a t h i r d  p o s s i b i l i t y :
(c) I  want someone who i s  one o f  my f r i e n d s  (ANAPHORIC Sense 1 1)
Of th e s e ,  (a) p ro b a b ly  c a r r i e s  th e  h ig h e s t  p r o b a b i l i t y .  But o f  th e s e ,  (b) 
i s  most co m p a tib le  w ith  a n o th e r  M  (su ch  as  o c c u rs  i n  (5 7 b )) , s in c e  an  M
ta c k e d  on to  (58a) o r  (c) w i l l  have th e  wrong a n te c e d e n t ,  and an  NR i n s e r t e d
a f t e r  t h e  r i g h t  a n te c e d e n t (someone) i n  ( 58a) o r  (c) w i l l  make th e  e x i s t i n g  
r e l a t i v e  c la u s e  th e r e  am biguously  R o r  M . A f u r t h e r  r e a s o n  f o r  th e  o d d ity  
o f  (57b) i s  t h a t  th e  m a tr ix  i s  most c h a r a c t e r i s t i c a l l y  n o n - s p e c i f ic  ( i . e .  
se n se  (5 8 a ) ) ,  b u t  t h a t  r e l a t i v e  c la u s e s  a re  n a tu r a l l y  s p e c i f y in g .  S en ten ce
( e ) ,  i f  i t  i s  p o s s ib le  ( i t  seems to  be s l i g h t l y  o d d ), can  h a rd ly  be o th e r
t h a n  g e n e r ic .  I f  so , se n te n c e  (c) im p lie s  t h a t  c o l l e c t i n g  b ee rm ats  i s  
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c ,  even  d ia g n o s t ic ,  o f  Eskimos* S im i la r ly ,  se n te n c e  ( i )  seems 
t o  su g g e s t t h a t  b i t i n g  my m o th e r- in - la w  i s  d ia g n o s t ic  o f  t a r a n t u l a s ,  ( f )  
i s  p ro b a b ly  odd b ecau se  th e  a n te c e d e n t o f  th e  NR i s  th e  more g e n e ra l  te rm  
o f  th e  tw o, w hereas i n  (g) th e  a n te c e d e n t i s  th e  more s p e c i f i c .
F in a l ly ,  a  n o te  on th e  sem an tic  d i f f e r e n c e  betw een  Rs and NRs w ith  
i n d e f i n i t e  a n te ced en ts ; C e r ta in ly ,  t h i s  i s  no t n e a r ly  so m arked a s  w ith  
d e f i n i t e  a n te c e d e n ts ,  b u t  th e  d i s t i n c t i o n  i s  n e v e r th e le s s  t h e r e .  Compare 
(44e ) w ith  (5 7 h ):
4 4 . (e) A t a r a n t u l a  which answ ers to  th e  name o f  '’T ib b ie s 11 has been
l o s t  i n  th e  M a c c le s f ie ld  a re a ;
57. (h) A t a r a n t u l a ,  which answ ers to  th e  name o f  ’'T ib b ie s '1, has been
l o s t  i n  th e  M a c c le s f ie ld  a r e a .
(44e) s u g g e s ts  t h a t  i f  you f in d  a t a r a n t u l a  i n  M a c c le s f ie ld  t h a t  does n o t 
answ er to  ^ T ib b ie s " , ig n o re  i t .  The sp e ak e r  o f (44e ) w ants j u s t  t h a t  
in d iv id u a l  w ith  t h a t  s e t  o f  a t t r i b u t e s  and no o th e r .  (5 7 h ), how ever, im p lie s  
t h a t  any t a r a n t u l a  you f i n d  i n  M a c c le s f ie ld  w i l l  be a c c e p ta b le ,  s in c e  th e  
s u g g e s t io n  t h a t  i t  answ ers t o  i t s  name i s  g iv en  a  se co n d a ry  form : i n  t h i s  
c a se , i t  i s  f u r t h e r  in fo rm a t io n  o n ly . T h is  im p lie s  t h a t  i n  NRs (a s , in d e e d , 
i n  o th e r  s u b o rd in a te  c la u s e s  la c k in g  th e  s e m a n t ic a lly  r e s t r i c t i v e  n a tu re  
o f  R s), th e  r e v e r s a l  o f  m a tr ix  and r e l a t i v e  c la u s e  w i l l  n o t a l t e r  th e  t o t a l  
in fo rm a t io n  c o n te n t  o f  th e  S a g r e a t  d e a l :
59* (a) A t a r a n t u l a ,  w hich has been  l o s t  i n  th e  M a c c le s f ie ld  a r e a ,  
answ ers to  th e  name o f  " T ib b ie s " , 
b u t i s  to  be e x p la in e d  a s  a  d i f f e r e n c e  i n  Focus, i n  t h a t  one o f  th e  in fo rm a t io n -  
com plexes i s  re g a rd e d  a s  "more im p o rta n t"  ( i n t e n t i o n a l l y  o r  t o p i c a l l y )  th a n  
th e  o th e r .  I  have exam ined t h i s  s u g g e s t io n  b r i e f l y  i n  s e c t io n  2*3* However, 
i n d e f i n i t e  NPs can , i n  c o n te x t ,  be a n a p h o ric  w ith  a  c la ss-m em b ersh ip  se n se , 
a s  we have a lr e a d y  se en  e a r l i e r  i n  t h i s  s e c t io n :
(b) I  p e e re d  i n to  a  showcase i n  w hich th e r e  were t a r a n t u l a s ,
B lack  Widows, and o th e r  t r o p i c a l  s p id e r s .  A t a r a n t u l a ,  w hich 
had been  lu r k in g  i n  th e  shadows, s c u t t l e d  a c ro s s  th e  la n d s c a p e .
I n  t h i s  exam ple, a  t a r a n t u l a  means ’one o f th e  (a fo re -m e n tio n e d )  t a r a n t u l a s ' ,  
a  ty p e  o f  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  w hich we have e a r l i e r  te rm ed  ANAPHORIC I ' .  On th e  
s q u is h in e s s  be tw een  Rs and NRs w ith  i n d e f i n i t e  a n te c e d e n ts ,  see  a l s o  s e c t io n  
3 - 222 .
3• 14 Van Di.ik on d e te rm in e rs  and r e l a t i v e  c la u s e s
Van D ijk  (1972 :42 -59  e t c . )  fo rm a liz e s  many (th o u g h  n o t a l l )  o f  th e  
d i s t i n c t i o n s  a r r i v e d  a t  i n  th e  fo re g o in g  s e c t io n s .  For exam ple, he s t a t e s  
(p . 45) a s  " t e n t a t i v e  c o n d it io n s "  th e  fo llo w in g  c o n s t r a in t  on d e f i n i t i z a t i o n  
(w hich he c a l l s  " d e f i n i t i v i z a t i o n " ) : '
60. A noun p h ra se  i n  a  se n te n c e  o f  a g iv e n  sequence i s  a s s ig n e d
L+DEF] i f  i t  r e p r e s e n t s  a  sem an tic  s t r u c tu r e  h av in g  i d e n t i c a l
r e f e r e n c e ,  w i th in  an  i d e n t i c a l  modal dom ain, w ith  a  sem an tic
s t r u c tu r e  o f  a  noun p h ra se  i n  a  p re c e d in g  se n te n c e  S. . ( j  <C i ) .
1—j
T h is  r e p r e s e n t s ,  th e n , I n  g e n e ra l  te rm s, th e  ANAPHORIC u s e s  above i n  (4 5 ) . 
C o un te r-exam ples  to  (60) o b v io u s ly  f a l l  under th e  CATAPHORIC h e a d in g . Van 
D ijk  t r i e s  to  show e i t h e r  t h a t  th e y  a re  d i s c o u r s e - t r a n s f o r m a t io n a l  v a r i a n t s  
o f  a n a p h o ric  u s e s ,  o r  e l s e  t h a t  th e y  r e q u i r e  p ra g m a tic  p o s tu l a te s  o f  one 
k in d  o r  a n o th e r , i . e .  t h a t  th e y  f a l l  o u ts id e  th e  th e o r y  o f  r e f e re n c e  w ith in  
w hich (60) o c c u rs . Thus he a rg u e s  t h a t  an  ITERATIVE use such  a s :
61 . (a) P e te r  has  a t  l a s t  found th e  s e c r e ta r y  he has  lo o k ed  f o r  f o r
y e a r s ,
i s  d e r iv e d  from  th e  s t r u c tu r e  u n d e r ly in g  th e  d i s c o u r s e :
(b) ( i )  P e te r  has looked  f o r  a  s e c r e ta r y  f o r  y e a r s .
( i i )  He has a t  l a s t  found th e  s e c r e ta r y
i n  w hich " th e  c o n s t r a in t s  n o rm ally  a p p ly " . I  f in d  t h i s  c la im  d u b io u s, s in c e  
(6 la )  i s  a c tu a l l y  am biguous betw een  th e  f a m i l i a r  s p e c i f i c  and n o n - s p e c i f ic  
s e n s e s , o f  w hich (b) s e l e c t s  th e  fo rm er. But ( 6 lb ) ,  i t  m ight be a rg u ed , 
a ls o  u n d e r l ie s  th e  v a r i a n t  w ith  an  i n d e f i n i t e  a n te c e d e n t ,  w hich, n o te , i s  
unam biguous:
(c) P e te r  has a t  l a s t  found  a s e c r e ta r y  he has lo o k ed  (been  
lo o k in g )  f o r  f o r  y e a rs  (because  he owed h e r  some back  p a y ) .
T h is , o f  c o u rs e , v i t i a t e s  Van D i j k 's  argum ent (and  I f  (6 lc )  seems d o u b tfu l ,  
s u b s t i t u t e  c o u s in , s c h o o lf r ie n d ,  c u f f l i n k  e t c . ) ,  w hich i s  t h a t  r e l a t i v e  
c la u s e s  w ith  I n d e f i n i t e  a n te c e d e n ts  d e r iv e  from  s e n to id s  w hich fo llo w  th e  
m a t r ix - s e n to id  i n  deep s t r u c tu r e  (and  p resum ably  v i c e - v e r s a  f o r  th o s e  w ith  
d e f i n i t e  a n te c e d e n t s ) . The d i f f e r e n c e  betw een th e  s p e c i f i c  (6 lc )  and th e  
s p e c i f i c  sen se  o f  ( 6 la ) ,  i . e .  w ith  i n d e f i n i t e  and d e f i n i t e  a n te c e d e n t 
r e s p e c t iv e ly ,  i s  n o t t h a t  th e  fo rm er may be d i s c o u r s e - i n i t i a l ,  b u t th e  l a t t e r  
n o t:  b o th  may i n  f a c t  i n i t i a t e  d is c o u r s e ,  a lth o u g h  (6 la )  c o u ld  a ls o  be an a­
p h o r ic , i . e .  n o n -d is c o u rs e  i n i t i a l .  As f a r  a s  I  am a b le  t o  ju d g e , any 
d i f f e r e n c e  be tw een  th e  two exam ples i s  o f  a  n o n - fu n c t io n a l ,  s t y l i s t i c  n a tu re :
a t  m ost, (6l a )  c o n ta in s  a  m o c k -p re su p p o s itio n  o f  p r i o r  m en tion  i n  p re c e d in g  
d is c o u r s e ,  s im i la r  to  th e  c o l lo q u ia l  use  o f  t h i s  i n :
61. (d) P e te r  has a t  l a s t  found  t h i s  s e c r e ta r y  h e 's  been  lo o k in g  f o r .
The n o n - s p e c i f ic  sen se  o f  ( 6l a ) ,  however, which i s  s t i l l  c a ta p h o r ic ,  i s  
STIPULATIVE r a t h e r  th a n  ITERATIVE, s in c e  i t  im p l ie s  i n  th e  r e l a t i v e  c la u s e  
t h a t  th e r e  a re  c o n d it io n s  f o r  s e c re ta ry h o o d  w hich have " a t  l a s t "  been  s a t i s ­
f i e d  i n  th e  su c c e s s  o f  P e t e r 's  q u e s t .  B eing c a ta p h o r ic ,  o f  c o u rs e , ( 6l a )
i n  t h i s  se n se , to o ,  may be d i s c o u r s e - i n i t i a l ,  and any  t e x t u a l  c o n t in u a t io n  
d ev e lo p ed  th e m a t ic a l ly  from  th e  r e l a t i v e  c la u s e  m ight a c t u a l l y  s t i p u l a t e  
th e  c o n d it io n s  w hich i t  i s  im p lie d  e x i s t :
6 2 . She had to  be f lu e n t  in  sh o rth a n d , an  im peccab le  t y p i s t ,  e f f i c i e n t ,  
com petent and d i s c r e e t .  F u rth e rm o re , she had to  own a  b rew ery .
The r e l a t i v e  c la u s e  o f  ( 6l a ) ,  th e n , ( i n  i t s  n o n - s p e c i f ic  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n )  
and th e  p o s s ib le  s e q u e l i n  (62 ) le a d  u s , i n  te rm s  o f lo g ic a l  th e o ry , i n to  a 
" p o s s ib le  w o rld " , which th e  m a tr ix  c la u s e  o f  ( 6l a )  r e l a t e s  t o  th e  " r e a l  
w orld" o f  th e  sp e a k e r .
A second  s e t  o f  c o u n te r-e x a m p le s  t o  (60 ) has to  do, a c c o rd in g  to  Van 
D ijk , w ith  m e a n in g -p o s tu la te s  co n c ern in g  "m em bership o r  i n c lu s io n  r e l a t i o n s "  
(p . 4 6 ) ,  so t h a t  th e  d e f i n i t e  a r t i c l e  i n :
6 3 . (a )  When we a r r iv e d  a t  J o h n 's  house , he was j u s t  coming ou t o f
th e  f r o n t  d o o r,
has a s  i t s  p r e s u p p o s i t io n  a m e a n in g -p o s tu la te , d e s c r ib in g  a s  a  (n e c e s s a ry  
o r  c o n tin g e n t? )  e n ta i lm e n t  on h o u se :
6 3 . (b) For each  x :  i f  x  i s  a  house, th e n  x has  a  (one) f r o n t  d o o r.
T h is  i s  a l l  v e ry  w e l l ,  were i t  n o t f o r  th e  f a c t  t h a t  (63a) i s  p e r f e c t l y  
a c c e p ta b le  and g ram m atica l w ith  th e  word f r o n t  e r a s e d ;  b u t ( 63b) i s  n o t so 
c o n v in c in g  w ith o u t th e  same word, s in c e  th e r e  i s  th e n  no p o s tu l a t i o n  o f  
u n iq u en e ss  to  e x p la in  th e  d e f i n i t e  a r t i c l e  i n  (63a ) . I n  f a c t ,  th e  s i t u a t i o n  
i s  more com plex th a n  Van D ijk  a llo w s , s in c e  sp e ak e r  o r  s u b je c t  v iew p o in t i s  
c lo s e ly  bound up w ith  d e f i n i t i z a t i o n .  G onside r:
f  f ro n t" |
6 4 . As I  app roached  th e  < s id e  > o f  th e  house , John  came o u t o f  th e  d o o r.
L back  J
I t  seems t h a t ,  g iv e n  a house w ith  f r o n t ,  s id e  and back  d o o rs , th e  r e f e r e n t
o f  do o r i n  e a ch  o f  th e  th r e e  s e n te n c e s  c o n f la te d  i n  (64 ) i s  t h a t  un ique
door i n  th e  p lan e  s u rfa c e  s t i p u l a t e d  i n  th e  f i r s t  c la u s e .  F u rth e rm o re , th e  
s e n te n c e s :
6 5 . (a) As I  was s ta n d in g  t h e r e ,  John f e l l  o u t o f  th e  window;
(b) As X was s ta n d in g  th e r e ,  John f e l l  o u t o f  a window,
ote n d  t o  im ply  (assum ing  t h a t  th e  i n  (a) i s  n o t a n a p h o ric )  t h a t  i n  (a) th e  
sp e ak e r  i s  s ta n d in g  in s id e  th e  room (w hich has b u t a  s in g le  window), w hereas 
i n  (b ) , th e  sp e a k e r  i s  s ta n d in g  i n  th e  s t r e e t ,  o r  a t  any r a t e  o u ts id e  th e  
house , (w hich has s e v e r a l  w indow s). Of c o u rse , g iv e n  a  sev era l-w indow ed  
room, o r  a  one-w indow ed house, th e s e  im p l ic a t io n s  would te n d  to  r e v e r s e .
But r e g a r d le s s  o f  th e s e  r e f e r e n t i a l  f o ib l e s ,  i t  a p p e a rs  t h a t  s p e a k e r -  
o r i e n t a t i o n ,  number o f  d o o rs , windows, e t c .  need n o t be s p e c i f ie d ,  s in c e  
s e n te n c e s  such a s  (65 c) a re  p e r f e c t l y  f e a s i b l e :
6 5 . (c) W ithout th e  s l i g h t e s t  w arn ing , John  su d d en ly  jumped o u t o f
th e  window.
T h is  seems to  me to  be n e u t r a l ,w i th  r e g a rd  to  s p e a k e r - p o s i t io n  and d e t a i l s  
o f  p h y s ic a l  s e t t i n g .  I t  s u g g e s ts ,  i n  f a c t ,  som eth ing  l i k e  't h e  n e a re s t  
w indow ', o r  ' t h e  window i n  th e  im m ediate a r e a ' .  I f  t h i s  i s  in d e e d  th e  
se n se , th e n  th e s e  u s e s  o f  th e  d e f i n i t e  a r t i c l e  shade in to  Van D i j k 's  t h i r d  
c l a s s  o f  c o u n te r-e x a m p le s  to  (60) ,  namely th o se  " g e n e r a l ly  known a s  b e in g  
u n iq u e" , w hich a c c o rd in g  to  him r e q u i r e  a th e o ry  o f  p ra g m a tic s , whose con­
d i t i o n s  a re  d e te rm in e d  by th e  g e n e ra l  r u l e :
66 . "S peaker o f  th e  u t te r a n c e  assum es t h a t  h e a re r  o f  th e  u t te r a n c e  
knows w hich o b je c t  i s  r e f e r r e d  to  by th e  te rm s  o f  th e  u t te r a n c e "  
(p . 4 7 ) .
T h is , o f  c o u rs e , i s  i d e n t i c a l  w ith  th e  n o t io n  o f  " s p e a k e r - h e a re r  a ssu m p tio n s  
found i n  Thompson 1971 and d is c u s s e d  above ( s e c t io n  2 .1 6 ) .  The exam ples 
w hich Van D ijk  d is c u s s e s  a re  a l l  what I  have h i t h e r t o  c a l l e d  hom ophoric u se s
67. (a) th e  queen  o f  H o llan d , th e  moon, th e  highway from  New f o r k  to
W ashington D.C. . . .
N o tice  t h a t  o f  th e s e  o n ly  th e  moon la c k s  f u r t h e r  m o d if ie r s ;  th e  o th e r  two 
co u ld  q u i te  e a s i l y  and w ith  r a t h e r  t r i v i a l  changes be r e s t r i c t i v e  r e l a t i v e s :
(b) th e  queen  who r u le s  H o lland , th e  highway t h a t  ru n s  from  New 
f o r k  to  W ashington D.C.
Van D i j k 's  d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  t h i s  c l a s s ,  and h i s  g e n e ra l  r u le  (66) ,  canno t in  
f a c t  c a p tu re  th e  q u id d i ty  o f  th e s e  noun p h ra s e s , w hich a ls o  in c lu d e  ( c f . 
s e c t io n  2 . 16 ) :
(c) ( i ) Put y o u r c o a t  i n  th e  cupboard ;
( i i ) D o n 't t r e a d  on th e  c a t ;
( i i i ) Have you fe d  th e  b udg ie?
( iv ) The m ilkm an 's  been ;
(v) T h e y 're  d ig g in g  up th e  ro ad ;
(v i) R ig h t p a s t  th e  ch u rch , l e f t  a t  th e  t r a f f i c - l i g h t s ,  
s t r a i g h t  on p a s t  th e  pub, and th ro u g h  th e  s n ic k e t ;
( v i i ) The c o u n try  i s  go ing  to  th e  dogs -  i t ' s  th e  G overnm ent's  
f a u l t .
The d e s c r i p t i o n  " g e n e r a l ly  known a s  b e in g  un ique" i s ,  a s  th e  exam ples i n
(c) t e s t i f y ,  in a d e q u a te  even  a s  an  in fo rm a l c h a r a c t e r i s a t i o n ,  s in c e  i n  
each  case  th e  r e f e r e n t  o f  th e  d e f i n i t e  NP (w ith  th e  e x c e p t io n  o f th e  dogs
i n  ( v i i ) ,  w hich i s  id io m a t ic  and n o n - re f e r r in g )  w i l l  change w ith  each
change o f  s e t t i n g  and p a r t i c i p a n t s ,  i . e .  " s e v e r a l ly  un ique" m ight be more 
a p t .  I n  g e n e ra l  and in fo rm a l  te rm s , a l l  th e  exam ples o f  (6 7 ), to g e th e r  
w ith  th o s e  o f  (63) -  ( 65) , i l l u s t r a t e  th e  fo llo w in g  d e f i n i t i o n :
6 8 . I n  hom ophoric u ses  o f  d e f i n i t e  NPs, th e  noun i s  ta k e n  a s  un ique
w i th in  an env ironm en t whose scope i s  d e te rm in e d  by th e  c o n c e p tu a l
c o n te x t  o f  th e  u t te r a n c e .
"C o n cep tu a l c o n te x t"  i s  more o r  l e s s  th e  same a s  " u n iv e r s e  o f  d is c o u rs e "  
(though  I  r e g a rd  th e  fo rm er a s  a more su g g e s tiv e  t e r m ) . I  have n o t a tte m p te d  
to  fo rm u la te  th e  id e a  more e x p l i c i t l y ,  though  I  b e l ie v e  i t  t o  be p a r t  o f  th e  
s p e c i f i c a t i o n  o f  s i t u a t i o n  (see  s e c t io n s  2 .1 1 , 2 .1 3 )*  T h is  d e te rm in e s  th e  
r e l e v a n t  scope i n  (67 ) :
6 9 . (a )  th e  moon w hich th e  E a r th  h a s , (o r :  w hich we h a v e ) .
(c )  ( i )  th e  cupboard  w hich i s  i n  t h i s  room;
( i i )  th e  c a t  which we have;
( i i i )  th e  b u d g ie  which we have;
( iv )  th e  milkman who d e l iv e r s  to  o u r h ouse ;
(v) th e  ro a d  which i s  c o n tig u o u s  to  t h i s  p la c e ;
( v i)  th e  ch u rch  e tc .  which you w i l l  f i n d  a t  th e  v a r io u s  
s ta g e s  o f  y o u r jo u rn e y ;
( v i i )  th e  c o u n try  w hich we a re  i n / t a l k i n g  a b o u t,
th e  governm ent w hich th e  c o u n try  has*
Thus hom ophoric d e f i n i t e s  a p p e a r  to  be c lo s e ly  r e l a t e d  to  i t e r a t i v e  
r e s t r i c t i v e s *
Van D i jk ’ s f i n a l  c l a s s  o f  co u n te r-e x a m p le s  to  (60) i s  th e  g e n e r ic ,  
w hich r e f e r s  t o  a  un ique  c la s s  r a t h e r  th a n  un ique  in d iv i d u a l s .  S in ce  
g e n e ra  can  be b ro ad  o r  narrow  i n  scope, g e n e r ic s .c a n  be h ig h ly  g e n e ra l  Ns 
o r  more s p e c i f i c  r e l a t i v e  c la u s e s .  The l a t t e r ,  a s  we have seen , p ic k  o u t 
a  unique s u b s e t  o f  a s e l f - d e f in i n g  s e t  (w hich m ust, t h e r e f o r e ,  be c a ta p h o r ic ) .  
As I  d e m o n s tra te d  i n  s e c t io n  3 .1 2 , th e  g e n e r ic  i s  th e  b a s ic  R mode, a l l  th e  
o th e r s  b e in g  d e r iv e d  from  i t  by c o n te x tu a l  c o n s t r a i n t s .
On pp . 58 -9 , Van D ijk  s e t s  o u t s ix  c a te g o r ie s  o f  r e l a t i v e ,  th r e e  o f  
them  R, and th r e e  NR, w hich he r e l a t e s  to  h i s  d i s c u s s io n  on th e  l o g i c a l  
s p e c i f i c a t i o n  o f  d e te rm in e rs .  I  quo te  them h e re  i n  f u l l :
70. " ( i )  a  n o n ~ r e s t r ic t i v e  r e l a t i v e  c la u s e  fo llo w in g  a d e f i n i t e
noun p h rase  p ro v id e s  a  f u r t h e r  s p e c i f i c a t i o n  o f  a  p a r t i c ­
u l a r  I n d iv id u a l ,  w hich has been  i d e n t i f i e d  (by e t a -  
o p e ra to r )  i n  a  p re v io u s  se n te n c e  o f  th e  t e x t ;  such  com­
p le x  s e n te n c e s  a re  th e r e f o r e  un g ram m atica l I n  i n i t i a l  
p o s i t i o n ;
( i i )  a  n o n - r e s t r i c t i v e  r e l a t i v e  c la u s e  fo llo w in g  an  i n d e f i n i t e  
noun p h ra se  p ro v id e s  f u r t h e r  s p e c i f i c a t i o n  o f  a  p a r t i c ­
u l a r ,  n o n - s p e c i f le d ,  in d iv id u a l ,  w hich i s  in tro d u c e d  a s  
a  p o s s ib le  d is c o u rs e  r e f e r e n t  I n  th e  m ain  s e n te n c e , where 
i t  i s  r e p r e s e n te d  w ith  th e  a id  o f  an  | t a ~ o p e r a to r ;
( i i i )  a  r e s t r i c t i v e . , r e l a t i v e  c la u s e  fo llo w in g  a d e f i n i t e  noun 
p h ra se  i d e n t i f i e s ,  by d e f i n i t e  d e s c r i p t i o n ,  a  p a r t i c u l a r  
in d iv id u a l  i n  a  c l a s s ,  such  t h a t  t h i s  i n d iv id u a l  i s  th e  
o n ly  member s a t i s f y i n g  th e  d e s c r ip t i o n ;  t o  r e p r e s e n t  t h i s  
d e s c r i p t i o n  we need an  i o t a - o p e r a to r ,  w hich r e q u i r e s  t h a t  
t h e r e  must have been  ' i n d e f i n i t e 1 i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  (by e t a -  
o p e ra to r )  i n  a  p re v io u s  se n te n c e  o f  th e  t e x t ;
( iv )  a  r e s t r i c t i v e  r e l a t i v e  c la u s e  fo llo w in g  an  i n d e f i n i t e
noun p h ra se  i d e n t i f i e s  a  c la s s  o f  in d iv id u a l s  (p o s s ib ly  
one) w hich may, n o n - jo in t ly ,  s a t i s f y  th e  i n d e f i n i t e  
d e s c r ip t i o n ;  t h i s  i n d e f i n i t e  d e s c r i p t i o n  w i l l  be i n t r o ­
duced w ith  a  lam bda- o p e r a to r .
(v) a  r e s t r i c t i v e  r e l a t i v e  c la u s e  fo llo w in g  a d e f i n i t e  noun 
p h ra s e  may i d e n t i f y  a  p a r t i c u l a r  c l a s s  (o f  p o s s ib ly  one 
member) w i th in  a n o th e r  c l a s s ,  a s  i n  ty p e  ( i v ) ; t h i s  ty p e  
may be r e p r e s e n te d  a ls o  by a lam bda- o p e r a t o r :
( v i )  a  n o n - r e s t r i c t i v e  r e l a t i v e  c la u s e  fo llo w in g  an  i n d e f i n i t e  
noun p h ra se  may, i n  a d d i t io n  t o  ty p e  ( i i ) ,  a ls o  s p e c i f y  
a c l a s s  (o f  p o s s ib ly  one member) in t ro d u c e d  i n  th e  m a tr ix
se n te n c e  by an  e p s i lo n - o p e r a to r : th e  d i f f e r e n c e  w ith  ty p e s
( i i )  and  (v) w i l l  o f te n  be b lu r r e d  i n  d i s c o u r s e ."
I  have a l r e a d y  g iv e n  grounds f o r  su p p o sin g  t h a t  (a )  th e  d i s t i n c t i o n  be'tween 
d e f i n i t e -  and in d e f in i t e - d e te r m in e d  a n te c e d e n ts  i s  e i t h e r  n o n - e x is te n t  o r 
c o n te x tu a l ly  s p e c i f ie d ;  b u t t h a t  (b) th e  d i f f e r e n c e  betw een  R and NR, 
p a r t i c u l a r l y  I n  i n d e f i n i t e  c o n te x b s , i s  o f te n  s u b t le  b u t u n d e n ia b le . Van 
D i jk ’s c a te g o r ie s  a re  p a r t i a l l y  e q u iv a le n t  t o  th e  i n t e r p r e t a t i v e  ty p e s  I  
have i s o l a t e d  a b o v e :
(7 0 i)  = a n a p h o ric  NR (w hich has a t  l e a s t  two s u b -s e n s e s , a s  I  have
show n);
( 7 0 i i )  = f i r s t - m e n t io n  NR (th o u g h  a s  we have se en  i n  s e c t io n  3 .1 3 , 
such  NRs can  a ls o  be a n a p h o ric  (1 1) ) ;
( 7 0 i i i ) = a n a p h o ric  R ( ty p e  l l ) ;
(7 0 iv )  = a n a p h o ric  R ( ty p e  1 1) ;
(70v) i s  most l i k e  my i t e r a t i v e  ( ty p e  V ). Van D i j k 's  example ( p . 52) 
i s  The man who w rote  t h i s  book i s  a  f a s c i s t , which i s  
i t e r a t i v e  u n d er th e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  i n  w hich th e  i d e n t i t y  
and p o l i t i c a l  v iew s o f  th e  a u th o r  a re  known. The o th e r  
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  however, w hich i s  th e  one t h a t  (70v) i s  
a t te m p tin g  to  c a p tu re ,  i s  e q u iv a le n t  t o  Whoever w ro te  t h i s  
book must be a f a s c i s t ,  i n  w hich th e  a u th o r 's  i d e n t i t y  i s  
unknown, and h i s  p o l i t i c a l  view s a re  i n f e r r e d  from  h is  
w r i t in g .  I  a rgue  i n  s e c t io n  3 .24  t h a t  t h i s  i s  some s o r t  
o f  c l e f t e d  c o n s tr u c t io n ,  e q u iv a le n t  t o  A f a s c i s t  w rote  
t h i s  book .
(7 0 v i)  -  Van D ijk  p ro v id e s  no exam ples f o r  t h i s  ty p e  ( h is  d is c u s s io n  
o f  th e  e p s i lo n - o p e r a to r  (pp. 53 s q . ) ,  which s t i p u l a t e s  ' j u s t  
one x  h av in g  th e  p r o p e r t ie s  y and s ' ,  a p p e a rs  to  use Rs and 
n o t NRs a s  h e r e ) .  Nor can I  th in k  o f  c o n v in c in g  exam ples 
w ith  NRs hav in g  i n d e f i n i t e  a n te c e d e n ts ,  a lth o u g h  p e rh a p s  
th e  fo llo w in g  r e p r e s e n ts  th e  in te n d e d  fo rm : A man, who w rote  
t h i s  book, c a l l e d  on me y e s te rd a y , i n  w hich th e  NR s e l e c t s  
j u s t  one in d iv id u a l  from  th e  s e t  (o r  i n t e r s e c t i o n  o f  s e t s )  
' a l l  men' and 'p e o p le  who c a l l e d  on me y e s t e r d a y '.  T h is  
seems to  me to  be a v i r t u a l  R, i . e .  c lo s e r  on th e  s q u is h in e s s  
sc a le , to  R th a n  NR. C f . th e  d i s c u s s io n  o f  an , I  b e l i e v e ,  
s im i la r  example i n  Ch. V ( s e c t io n  5 .3  b e lo w ).
Thus, Van D i j k 's  s i x  ty p e s  ta k e  no accoun t o f  th e  s e n se s  I  have r e f e r r e d  
t o  a s  I I I  (ANAPHORIC: unique s u b s e t ) ,  IV (GENERIC), and VI (PREDICTIVE and 
STIPULATIVE) f o r  Rs, and I '  (ANAPHORIC:non-unique s u b s e t)  and I I I  (ANAPHORIC: 
unique s u b s e t)  f o r  NRs. I  have a rg u ed  t h a t  a l l  o f  th e s e  (ex cep t g e n e r ic )  
a re  c o n te x tu a l ly -d e te rm in e d , and i n  Ch. V ( s e c t io n  5*2), I  s h a l l  work some 
exam ples to  d e m o n s tra te  t h i s  c la im .
3 .2  The d e r i v a t i o n a l  so u rce  o f  r e l a t i v e  c la u s e s
3■21 I n tr o d u c to r y  summary
The q u e s t io n  o f  w hether th e  so u rce  o f  e i t h e r  o r  b o th  ty p e s  o f  r e l a t i v e  
c la u s e  i s  c o n .iu n c tio n , i s  one t h a t  p ro m in e n tly  f i g u r e s  i n  s e v e r a l  o f  th e  
p a p e rs  d is c u s s e d  below . The u n s a t i s f a c to r y  n a tu re  o f  t h e i r  c o n c lu s io n s , 
how ever, i s  p e rh a p s  to  be blam ed on txjo f a c t o r s :  ( i )  t h a t  th e  q u e s t io n  i s  
o f te n  n o t fram ed s p e c i f i c a l l y  enough and ( i i )  t h a t  th e  t h e o r e t i c a l
p r e s u p p o s i t io n s  w hich a p a r t i c u l a r  l i n g u i s t  b r in g s  to  th e  d e s c r ip t i o n  o f  
language i n  g e n e ra l  may b l in d  him to  th e  c o u n te r - i n tu i t i v e  n a tu re  o f th e  
s o lu t io n  i n  t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  c a s e . ■
To ta k e  th e  second p o in t  f i r s t ,  th e  "S tan d a rd  Theory" model must 
d i s t i n g u i s h  betw een  NRs and Rs in  d e e r  s t r u c tu r e ,  s in c e  th e y  a re  s e m a n t ic a lly  
d i s t i n c t .  However, a s  I  s h a l l  show in  Ch. VI, th e  ST sem an tic  component i s  
q u i te  in c a p a b le  o f  s p e c ify in g  th e  m eaning o f  r e l a t i v e  c la u s e s  o f  e i t h e r  ty p e .  
On th e  o th e r  hand , s in c e  ST id  s y n ta c t ic a l ly - b a s e d ,  i t s  a d h e re n ts  w i l l  n a tu r ­
a l l y  assume t h a t  th e  d i s t i n c t i o n  betw een Rs and NRs i s  founded  on a s y n ta c t ic  
d i s t i n c t i o n ,  e .g .  be tw een  embedding (Rs) and c o n ju n c t io n  (NRs), o r ,  e s p e c ia l ly  
among o ld e r  TG t r e a tm e n ts ,  betw een s y n ta c t ic  m arkers ( e .g .  S m ith 's  "R" and 
"A", 1964:39 s q q .)  a s s ig n e d  to  NPs o f b o th  m a tr ix  and c o n s t i tu e n t  s e n te n c e s  
i n  th e  B ase . I t  i s ,  p resum ab ly , assumed by such  w r i t e r s ,  i n t e n t  on d e s c r ib in g  
what th e y  r e g a rd  a s  s y n ta c t ic  f a c t s ,  t h a t  th e  sem a n tic  r e p r e s e n ta t i o n  o f  t h e i r  
p ro p o sed  a n a ly s i s  w i l l  be ta k e n  c a re  o f  by th e  m echanism s f o r  l e x i c a l  i n s e r ­
t i o n ,  d e r iv e d  re a d in g s  and p r o je c t io n .  As I  w i l l  show i n  Ch. VI, however, 
t h i s  i s  a  f a l s e  h o p e .
S and ra  Annear Thom pson's p ro p o sed  s o lu t io n ,  w hich i s  d is c u s s e d  i n  some 
d e t a i l  i n  s e c t io n  3 -2 2 , i s  c l e a r l y  no t w r i t t e n  on ST p re c o n c e p tio n s , s in c e  
she p ro v id e s  no r u l e s  o f  any k in d  and she assum es t h a t  sem an tic  d i f f e r e n c e s  
can  be a c co u n te d  f o r  by " p re s u p p o s i t io n s " ,  which do n o t form  p a r t  o f  t h e  ST 
canon. I n  f a c t ,  h e r  a p p ro ach , i n s o f a r  a s  i t  can  be d e te rm in e d , i s  am biguous 
betw een two c u r r e n t  t h e o r i e s ,  i n  th e  sense  t h a t  h e r  "ev id en ce"  -  i f  a c c e p te d -  
co u ld  be used  by e i t h e r  G S -Is ts  o r  E S T -ic ia n s . T h is  i s  n o t t o  say , however, 
t h a t  I  a g re e  w ith  Chom sky's c la im  t h a t  one i s  a  " n o t io n a l  v a r ia n t"  o f  th e  
o th e r .  The in d e te rm in a c y  o f  Thom pson's model i s ,  i n  f a c t ,  d i r e c t l y  to  be 
a t t r i b u t e d  to  th e  in d e te rm in a te  s t a t u s  o f  th e  c o n s t i tu e n t s  t h a t  Thompson 
p ro p o se s  f o r  what she c a l l s  "deep  s t r u c tu r e "  (though  one supposes t h a t  she 
does no t mean by t h a t  te rm  what Katz would mean, f o r  ex am p le). I n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  
i t  i s  q u i te  u n c e r t a in  w hether she means h e r  s t r u c t u r e s - t o - r e p r e s e n t  l e x i c a l -  
i s e d  p o s t - c a t e g o r i a l  s t r i n g s ,  o r  v jhether she in te n d s  them  d i r e c t l y  to  r e p ­
r e s e n t  sem an tic  c o n f ig u r a t io n s .  I f  th e  fo rm er, th e n  h e r  f in d in g s  c o u ld  be 
t r a n s l a t e d  d i r e c t l y  in to  EST te rm s , w ith  h e r  " p re s u p p o s i t io n s "  s p e c i f i e d  by 
s u r f a c e - s t r u c tu r e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  r u l e s ,  and th e  b a s ic  c o n ju n c t iv e  sy n ta x  
b e in g  i n t e r p r e t e d  by r u le s  o f  sem an tic  a c cu m u la tio n  ( v iz .  p r o je c t io n  r u le s  
i n  th e  ST se n se )  a t  th e  l e v e l  o f  deep s t r u c t u r e .  I f  th e  l a t t e r ,  however, 
(w hich I  s u s p e c t  to  be th e  c a s e ) ,  th e n  th e  m eanings w i l l  be d i r e c t l y  con­
jo in e d , th e  p r e s u p p o s i t io n s  s t a t e d  by means o f  some such  d ev ic e  a s  m eaning-
p o s tu l a t e s ,  and th e  s u r f a c e  form , w ith  i t s  c l e a r l y  embedded s t r u c t u r e ,  b o th  
i n  R and NR, d e r iv e d  by l a t e r  t r a n s fo r m a t io n  r u l e s .  However, a s  I  w i l l  t r y  
t o  show, Thom pson's p ro p o s a ls  do no t i n  f a c t  work, th o u g h  I  am i n  sympathy 
w ith  some o f  h e r  a p p a re n t a ssu m p tio n s .t
Of th e  a c c o u n ts  I  d i s c u s s  a t  le n g th ,  K u ro d a 's  seem s to  me to  come 
n e a r e s t  to  what X would r e g a rd  a s  a te n a b le  s o lu t io n ,  a lth o u g h  he i s  
ham pered by h i s  l i n g u i s t i c  p re c o n c e p tio n s  to  a g r e a t  e x te n t .  H is id e a s  
on t h i s  p o in t  seem, to o ,  n o t a lw ays t o  be v e ry  c l e a r l y  o r  p r e c i s e l y  form u­
l a t e d .  What I  ta k e  him to  be moving to w a rd s , how ever, i s  a th e o r y  i n  w hich 
sem an tic  c o n n e c tio n s  a f f e c t  s y n ta c t i c  ones , in  w hich, t h a t  i s  to  say , a 
c o n s t r u c t io n  can  s e m a n t ic a l ly  be c o n jo in e d , y e t  s y n t a c t i c a l l y  can  be 
embedded, ( c f .  s e c t i o n  3*11), w ith  th e  sem an tic  in fo rm a t io n  b e in g , i n  some 
se n se , p r i o r  to  th e  s y n ta c t i c .  Kuroda makes such  o b s e rv a t io n s  a s :
" I n  th e  t h r e e  ty p e s  o f  r e l a t i v i z a t i o n s  so f a r  t r e a t e d  th e  m a tr ix  
and c o n s t i tu e n t  s e n te n c e s  a re  in d ep en d en t o f  ea ch  o th e r  a s  l o g i c a l  
p r o p o s i t io n s ,  and i t  i s  a  m ere ly  s y n ta c t ic  m otive t h a t  combined 
them  in to  one s e n te n c e : from  th e  p u re ly  l o g i c a l  p o in t  o f  v iew  one 
c o u ld  i n  th o s e  c a se s  d isp e n se  w ith  th e  s y n ta c t i c  d e v ic e  o f  g e n e r­
a t i n g  com plex s e n te n c e s  and c o u ld  alw ays use a p p r o p r ia te  seq u en ces  
o f  sim p le  s e n te n c e s  i n  t h e i r  p la c e ."
(283 -  i t a l i c s  mine)
The ty p e  o f  l i n g u i s t i c  th e o ry  r e q u i r e d  by such a n o t io n  i s  one i n  w hich 
s y n ta c t i c  o p e ra t io n s  a re  s u b s id ia ry  to  se m a n tic . ST i s  c l e a r l y  n o t a  
th e o ry  o f  t h i s  k in d , and n e i t h e r  i s  EST, tho u g h  n o t so c l e a r l y .
What th e n  a re  th e  d e s id e r a t a  f o r  an  e x p la n a to ry  a n a ly s i s  o f  r e l a t i v i -  
z a t io n ?  I f  we a c c e p t th e  u s u a l  ST d e r iv a t io n  f o r  r e s t r i c t i v e  r e l a t i v e s ,  
th e y  r e s u l t  from  a t r a n s f o r m a t io n  which a t t a c h e s  one s t r i n g  -to a  S node 
i n  an  NP o f  a n o th e r  s t r i n g ,  under c e r t a i n  c o n d it io n s  o f  i d e n t i t y ,  e t c .
The sem an tic  co n sequences  o f  r e s t r i c t i v e  r e l a t i v i z a t i o n  a re  d e s c r ib e d  by 
Katz h im s e lf  (se e  Ch. VI b e lo w ):
" th e  sem a n tic  p r o p e r t i e s  o f  th e  new c o n s t i tu e n t  a r e  th o se  o f  th e  
head , e x c e p t t h a t  th e  m eaning o f  th e  new c o n s t i tu e n t  i s  more 
d e te rm in a te  th a n  t h a t  o f  th e  head by i t s e l f  due t o  th e  in fo rm a t io n  
c o n t r ib u te d  by th e  m eaning o f  th e  m o d if ie r " ,
( 1966: 166)
I f ,  how ever, we a c c e p t th e  p o s tu la te  t h a t  t r a n s f o r m a t io n a l  r u le s  have no 
consequences  s e m a n t ic a l ly  ( th e  " m e a n in g -p re se rv in g  h y p o th e s is " ,  f i r s t  
s u g g e s te d , t e n t a t i v e l y ,  by K atz and P o s ta l ;  c f .  a l s o  P a r te e  1969) ,  c l e a r l y  
th e  s y n ta c t i c  d e r iv a t io n  i s  b ro u g h t in to  c o n f l i c t  w ith  t h e  sem an tic  i n t e r ­
p r e t a t i o n :  i f  th e  l a t t e r  can  ta k e  p la c e  o n ly  w ith  deep s t r u c tu r e ,  th e n  th e
o n ly  t r a c e  o f  th e  r e l a t i v e  c la u s e  a v a i l a b le  a t  t h a t  s ta g e  w i l l  p resum ably  
be th e  em bedding p o in t  S . But (a s  X t r y  t o  show i n  Ch. V I), th e  r e s t r i c t -  
i v i t y  o f  Rs canno t be d e r iv e d  from  th e  supposed s y n ta c t i c  r e l a t i o n s h ip  
b e tw een  t h a t  S and i t s  c o n ta in in g  NP, s in c e  th e  assum ed e x e c u tiv e  a p p a ra tu s  
f o r  d e a lin g  w ith  b o th  sem an tic  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  and g ram m atica l r e l a t i o n s ,  
v i z .  s e l e c t i o n a l  r e s t r i c t i o n s ,  canno t be made to  a p p ly  t o  " m o d if ic a t io n " .
T h is  seems to  in d ic a te  t h a t  th e  A sp ec ts  model o f  sem an tic  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  
-  t h a t  i t  t a k e s  p la c e  on Base s t r u c tu r e s  and i s  d e te rm in e d  by th e  g ram m atica l 
r e l a t i o n s  w hich o b ta in  t h e r e  -  i s  i n c o r r e c t  and must be m o d if ie d . T h is  can  
happen i n  one o f  two d i r e c t i o n s  (assum ing t h a t  th e  g e n e ra l  form  o f  th e  model 
i s  to  be r e t a i n e d ) : e i t h e r  th e  h y p o th e s is  o f  m e a n in g -p re s e rv a tio n  may be 
abandoned, o r  e l s e  th e  h y p o th e s is  o f  s y n ta c t ic  p r i o r i t y .  The fo rm e r  i s  
th e  EST s o lu t io n ,  th e  l a t t e r  th e  GS one. I t  m igh t be p o s s ib le  i n  EST to  
s p e c i f y  th e  sem an tic  e f f e c t  o f  r e s t r i c t i v i t y ,  w ith  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  ta k in g  
p la c e  a f t e r  th e  r e l a t i v i z a t i o n  o p e ra t io n s .  . However, a s  I  s h a l l  t r y  to  
show i n  s e c t io n  6 .1 2  below , Ja c k e n d o ff  (who has e v id e n t ly  i n v e s t ig a t e d  
EST most w id e ly ) p ro v id e s  no i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  r u le  w hich w i l l  acco u n t f o r  
th e  r e s t r i c t i v e  n a tu re  o f  R r e l a t i v e s ,  a lth o u g h  he can  h an d le  th e  non­
problem  o f  i n t e r p r e t i n g  r e l a t i v e  p ronouns. As I  have a l r e a d y  s t a t e d ,  i t  
seems u n l ik e ly  t h a t  EST i s  i n  f a c t  cap ab le  o f  h a n d lin g  a sem an tic  d i s t i n c ­
t i o n  by any o th e r  means th a n  c a te g o r i a l  o r  f u n c t io n a l  s t r u c tu r e  a t  a  deep 
l e v e l  o r  i n t e r p r e t i v e  r u le s  a t  subsequen t l e v e l s .  Rs and NRs d i f f e r  from  
each  o th e r ,  a s  I  w i l l  a tte m p t to  show below , i n  t h a t  Rs a re  s e m a n t ic a lly  
i n t e g r a l  i n  NPs ( to  th e  e x te n t  t h a t  th ey  may be l e x i c a l i z e d  i n to  N s), 
w hereas NRs rem a in  s e m a n t ic a l ly  d i s t i n c t  from  t h e i r  a n te c e d e n t  NPs, th o u g h  
as c la u s e s  th e y  may be l in k e d  to  t h e i r  m a tr ix  c la u s e  by one o f  a number o f  
s o - c a l le d  "p ra g m atic  im p l ic a t io n s "  ( c f .  s e c t io n s  2 .1 7 , 5*3), w hich t u r n  o u t,  
i n  f a c t ,  t o  be c o n te x tu a l ly -d e te rm in e d . E S T -ic ia n s  have n o t,  so f a r ,  p r o ­
v id ed  a  way o f  a c c o u n tin g  f o r  a  d i s t i n c t i o n  which a p p e a rs  to  be n e i th e r  
c a t e g o r i a l ,  f u n c t io n a l  no r i n t e r p r e t i v e . I t  i s  n o t c a t e g o r i a l ,  because  
i t  has n o th in g  t o  do w ith  th e  shape o f  th e  d e e p - s t r u c tu r e  t r e e ;  i t  i s  n o t 
f u n c t io n a l  ( in  J a c k e n d o f f1s se n se )  s in c e  i t  c o n c e rn s  n e i th e r  c a s e - r e l a t i o n s  
n o r t h e i r  th e m a tic  h ie r a r c h y ;  and I t  i s  n o t i n t e r p r e t i v e ,  s in c e  i t  does n o t 
in v o lv e  e i t h e r  c o re fe re n c e  (ex c e p t a s  a  g e n e ra l  c o n d i t io n  on th e  p r o c e s s ) ,  
m o d a lity , o r  c r u c i a l l y ,  fo cu s  and p re s u p p o s i t io n .  (T hese, t o g e th e r  w ith  
f u n c t io n a l  s t r u c tu r e ,  a re  th e  fo u r  in d ep en d en t com ponents o f  sem an tic  i n t e r ­
p r e t a t i o n  so f a r  s p e c i f ie d  by Ja c k e n d o ff , 1972:385)■ R e s t r i c t i v e  r e l a t i v ­
i z a t i o n ,  a t  l e a s t ,  seems to  me to  be a problem  f o r  (E)ST o f  s p e c ify in g  which
embedded Ss i n  NPs a re  r e l a t i v e s  and which a re  n o t, s in c e  th e  same c a te g o r i a l  
c o n f ig u r a t io n  c o u ld  e q u a l ly  w e ll  u n d e r l ie  such nom inal com plem ents a s  th e  
f a c t  t h a t . . .  F u rth e rm o re , i f  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  i s  a llo w e d , o r  even  encou raged , 
t o  ta k e  p la c e  on d e r iv e d  s t r u c tu r e  -  11 sha llow " o r  even  s u r f a c e  -  th e n  th e  
d i f f i c u l t i e s  o f  re a c h in g  an  u n e q u iv o c a l s t r u c t u r a l  s p e c i f i c a t i o n  a re  m u lt i ­
p l i e d :  th e r e  a re  many more d e r iv e d  "S-in-N P" s t r u c tu r e s  th a n  b a s ic  o n es .
The s o lu t io n  to  go f o r  seems to  me to  be one i n  w hich r e s t r i c t i v i t y  can  be 
s p e c i f ie d  o r  c a p tu re d  a s  a se m a n tic , r a t h e r  th a n  a  s y n ta c t i c ,  p ro c e s s .
T h is  seems to  a rgue  i n  fa v o u r  o f  a t  l e a s t  i n v e s t ig a t in g  a g e n e ra t iv e  
sem an tic  p o s i t i o n ,  I n  w hich th e  sem an tic  c o n te n t o f  th e  c o n s t r u c t io n  i s  
s p e c i f ie d  by a c o n f ig u r a t io n  o f  sem an tic  e le m e n ts , w hich a re  su b se q u e n tly  
re a r ra n g e d  by a s e r i e s  o f  r e a l i s a t i o n ,  d e r i v a t i o n a l  o r  t r a n s f o r m a t io n a l  
r u le s  ( l  ta k e  th e  te rm s  to  be e q u iv a le n t)  and w hich i s  a ls o  cap ab le  o f  
in c o r p o r a t in g  c o n te x tu a l  in fo rm a t io n . P a u l S c h a c h te r , i n  .the  a r t i c l e  
d is c u s s e d  below , s p e c u la te s  t h a t  r e s t r i c t i v e  r e l a t i v e s  a re  u n le x ic a l i s e d  
n o m in a ls . A l l  nouns, he s u g g e s ts ,  can  be p a ra p h ra se d  by a R, though  th e  
r e v e r s e  does n o t h o ld . T h is  may not i n  f a c t  a p p ly  to  a l l  Rs, (and I  s h a l l  
be i n v e s t i g a t in g  t h i s  i n  th e  n ex t c h a p te r ) ,  and o f c o u rse  i t  e x c lu d e s  a l l  
NRs a ls o ,  b u t i f  i t  can  be shown to  h o ld  t r u e ,  th e n  i t  w i l l  a ls o  p ro v id e  
f u r t h e r  ev id en ce  f o r  a th e o ry  w hich c o n s id e r s  s e m a n t ic a l ly - s p e c i f ie d  
s t r u c tu r e s  t o  u n d e r l ie  l e x i c a l  Item s a s  w e ll  a s  s y n ta c t i c  s t r u c t u r e s .
The f i r s t  p o in t  t o  c o n s id e r ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  i s  how f a r  v a r io u s  c o n s tr u c t io n s  
a re  i n  a c tu a l  f a c t  r e l a t e d  to  one a n o th e r . I n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  I  am i n t e r e s t e d  
i n  i n v e s t i g a t in g  th e  deg ree  o f  s i m i l a r i t y  shown by :
R and NR;
R and c l e f t ;
R and pseudo-R .
We w i l l  th e n  be i n  a  b e t t e r  p o s i t i o n  to  d e c id e  w h e th er th e s e  f o u r  c o n s tr u c ­
t i o n s  a re  to  be u n d e r ly in g ly  r e p re s e n te d  i n  fo u r  d i f f e r e n t  ways, o r  t h r e e ,
o r  two, o r  one, and i f  th e r e  a re  any o th e r  f a c t o r s  which se rv e  to  d i s t i n g u i s h
them .
3*22 R and NR
3•221 I n t r o d u c t io n
As we have se en  ( s e c t io n  l . l ) ,  th e  e a r l i e s t  t r a n s f o r m a t io n a l  t r e a tm e n ts  
assum ed t h a t  R and NR were s y n t a c t i a l l y  i d e n t i c a l ,  w ith  th e  sem an tic  d i s t i n c ­
t i o n  (and p resum ably  th e  p ro so d ic  d i s t i n c t io n )  b e in g  acco u n te d  f o r  by sub­
se q u en t i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  d i s t i n c t  dummy e le m e n ts . Then around  1966, s e v e r a l
l i n g u i s t s  in d e p e n d e n tly  su g g e s te d  t h a t  R and NR have d i s t i n c t  so u rc e s ,
Rs b e in g  embedded i n  a  base  NP, NRs c o n jo in e d  (w h e th er t h i s  was t o  be done 
i n  th e  base  o r  t r a n s f o r m a t io n a l ly ) . T h is  i s  p ro b a b ly  now th e  s ta n d a rd  
t r e a tm e n t ,  i t  i s  f a i r  to  sa y . C f. S to c k w e ll e t  a l .  1973:421 sqq . f o r  a 
rev ie w  o f  th e  v a r io u s  d e r iv a t io n s  f o r  R su g g e s te d  i n  th e  l i t e r a t u r e :  th e y  
d i s t i n g u i s h  f o u r  ty p e s  o f  s y n ta c t i c  sou rce  f o r  Rs:
( i )  ART-S ( in  w hich th e  r e l a t i v e  I s  a t t a c h e d  to  th e  D e te rm in e r node; 
and th e  N i s  in d e p e n d e n t) ;
( i i )  NP-S ( in  w hich th e  r e l a t i v e  i s  on th e  same l e v e l  a s  b o th  th e  
D e te rm in e r  and th e  N );
( i i i )  NOM-S ( i n  w hich th e  r e l a t i v e  i s  a t ta c h e d  t o  th e  N node, and th e  
D e te rm in e r i s  in d e p e n d e n t) ;
( iv )  C o n ju n c tio n  ( in  w hich th e  c o n s t i tu e n t  Ss a re  o f  e q u a l s t a t u s ,  
any su b seq u en t d i f f e r e n c e s  o f  r e s t r i c t i v e  n e ss  b e in g  h an d led  by 
" s p e a k e r -h e a re r  a s su m p tio n s" ) .
Of t h e s e ,  th e y  d is c u s s  o n ly  ( i )  -  ( i i i ) ,  and th e y  do no more th a n  m en tion  
NRs ( th u s  th e y  d is c u s s  ( iv )  n e i th e r  f o r  Rs n o r NRs). S in c e , how ever, ( iv )  
i s  assum ed by c e r t a i n  l i n g u i s t s  who a re  concerned  w ith  th e  sem an tic  r a t h e r  
th a n  s y n ta c t i c  d i s t i n c t i o n  betw een R and NR, I  s h a l l  d ev o te  some space  to  
d i s c u s s in g  a r e p r e s e n ta t i v e  e x p re s s io n  o f  i t ,  nam ely Thompson 1971. F i r s t ,  
however, I  want to  examine th e  n a tu re  and scope o f th e  d i s t i n c t i o n  betw een  
R and NR.
3*222 The d i s t i n c t i o n  betw een  R and NR
T h is  w id e ly -assum ed  and t r a d i t i o n a l  d i s t i n c t i o n  i s  a lm o st in v a r i a b ly  
i l l u s t r a t e d  w ith  d e f in i te -N P  a n te c e d e n ts , i n  w hich o f  c o u rse  th e  sem an tic  
d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  i s  c l e a r :
71 . (a )  The b u s - t i c k e t  w hich I  found i n  my p o c k e t tu rn e d  o u t t o  be
a r a r e  f i r s t - e d i t i o n ;
(b) The b u s - t i c k e t ,  w hich I  found i n  my p o c k e t, tu rn e d  o u t to  
be a  r a r e  f i r s t - e d i t i o n .
72. (a) i .  J o h n 's  f r i e n d  who works a t  H arrods i s  o u ts id e ;
Xi i .  J o h n 's  m other who works a t  H arrods i s  o u ts id e ;
(b) i .  J o h n 's  f r i e n d ,  who works a t  H arro d s, i s  o u ts id e ;
I i .  J o h n 's  m other, who works a t  H arro d s, i s  o u ts id e .
The (a) s e n te n c e s ,  w hich a re  Rs, have th e  fo llo w in g  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s :
-  th e y  may be e i t h e r  a n a p h o ric  o r c a ta p h o r ic ;
th e y  l i m i t  th e  s e t  o f  o b je c ts  d en o ted  by th e  a n te c e d e n t NP to
t h a t  s u b s e t  (-which may be a  s in g le  member) d e f in e d  by th e  
r e l a t i v e  c la u s e .  I n  a n a p h o ric  u se s  ( c f .  s e c t i o n  3 -13)?  th e  
s e t  i s  d e f in e d  i n  p re c e d in g  d isc o u rse *
th e y  have a s in g le  unborken  in to n a t io n  c o n to u r  o v e r th e  whole 
NP c o n s t i t u e n t .
The im p o rtan ce  o f  b o th  s e t  and s u b s e t  b e in g  s t i p u l a t e d  i s  shown by th e
adm it o f  a s u b s e t .  S ingle-m em ber ( i . e .  u n iq u e ly - r e f e r r in g )  s e t s  do pose 
s p e c i a l  p rob lem s f o r  e x p la n a t io n  o f  r e l a t i v e  c la u s e s .  I t  i s  a w ell-know n 
f a c t  t h a t  p ro p e r  Ns canno t be a n te c e d e n t t o  Rs ( c f .  e .g .  S toclcw ell e t  a l .  
1 9 7 3 :4 2 2 ). However, a s  S to c k w e ll e t  a l .  p o in t  o u t (448 s q . ) ,  t h i s  i s  
s im p ly  a  p a r t i c u l a r  ca se  o f  th e  more g e n e ra l  c o n s t r a in t  t h a t  NPs hav in g  
un ique r e f e r e n c e  (a s  i s  n o rm a lly  th e  ca se  w ith  p ro p e r  N s), canno t be 
f u r t h e r  d e l im i te d  w ith  Rs; t h i s  i s  i l l u s t r a t e d  h e re  by ( 7 2 a i i ) .  I  have 
su g g e s te d  i n  s e c t io n  2 .1 6  t h a t  s in c e  p ro p e r  Ns i n  norm al use sh a re  w ith  
Rs th e  p r o p e r ty  o f  b e in g  c a ta p h o r ic ,  i . e .  p o t e n t i a l l y  d i s c o u r s e - i n i t i a t i n g ,  
th e y  ought p e rh a p s  to  be p ro p e r ly  re g a rd e d  a s  Rs o f  a s o r t  th e m s e lv e s , v i z .  
' t h e  one who com bines (some c r i t e r i a l  s u b se t o f )  th e  fo llo w in g  a t t r i b u t e s  
(I  a ls o  su g g e s t th e r e  t h a t  common Ns have a s im i la r  s t r u c t u r e :  't h e  
t h in g  e t c .  w hich has (some c r i t e r i a l  su b s e t  o f )  th e  fo llo w in g  p r o p e r t i e s  
c f .  Bach 1968, and Ch. IT  b e lo w ). I  c la im , t h e r e f o r e ,  t h a t  th e  use 
o f  a  p ro p e r  N p re su p p o se s  a  s e t  o f a t t r i b u t e s ,  know ledge o f  which i s  e x t r a -  
l i n g u i s t i c  ( s i t u a t i o n a l ) ,  th o u g h  c l e a r l y  f u n c t io n in g  i n  a n  i d e n t i c a l  way 
t o  t h a t  p resu p p o sed  by th e  use o f  a common N (w hich i s  by d e f i n i t i o n  
l i n g u i s t i c ,  i . e .  a  m a tte r  o f  com petence). T h is , by th e  way, i s  e v id e n c e
f o r  th e  s e m io tic  e q u iv a le n c e  o f  s i t u a t i o n  and lan g u ag e  I n  human c o n c e p tu a l
b e h a v io u r , ( c f .  s e c t i o n  2 .13 .). These a t t r i b u t e s  a re  used  r e s t r i c t i v e l y  t o  
d e f in e  some i n d iv id u a l  u n iq u e ly . O th e r u n iq u e ly - r e f e r r in g  NPs, how ever, 
c o n ta in  t h i s  r e s t r i c t i v e n e s s  e x p l i c i t l y ,  i n  th e  form  o f  f u l l  o r ,  more o f te n ,
red u c e d  Rs, e .g .  (72) above, e q u iv a le n t  t o :
u n g ra m m a tic a lity  o f  ( 7 2 a i i ) ,  s in c e  th e  s e t  J o h n 's  m o th e r , b e in g  a  s in g l e ­
member s e t ,  does n o t i n  n a tu r a l  language  (though  I t  may i n  s e t - th e o r y )
/ f F r i e n d l  
(^MotherJ which
My |
Your f  m other 
H is J
John h a s - • • ,
e q u iv a le n t  t o :
73- ( a 1) M other which
o r  even  p e rh a p s :
73* ( a M ) The one who 11 m othered" ‘{you? . . .
o r  74* (a) The Q u e e n ...
e q u iv a le n t  t o :
74 . ( a 1) The Queen o f  B r i t a in  and/C om m onw ealth.. .
•which i s  p e rh a p s  a red u ced  form  o f  som ething l i k e : '
74* ( a M ) The Queen who r u le s  o v e r  B r i t a i n  and th e  Com m onw ealth...
I f  such  a  d e r iv a t io n  o f  u n iq u e ly - r e f e r r in g  NPs i s  c o r r e c t ,  th e n  Rs 
such  a s  (7 2 a i)  a re  i n  f a c t  " s ta c k e d "  Rs ( c f .  S to c k w e ll e t  a l .  op . c i t :
442 s q q . ) ,  w hich f o r  many sp e a k e rs  a re  ungram m atica l (and in d e e d , some 
sp e a k e rs  f in d  (7 2 a i)  t o  be u n g ra m m a tic a l) . I f  s ta c k e d  Rs a re  found to  be 
i n  g e n e ra l  u n g ram m atica l, (w ith  a c e r t a i n  amount o f  a llo w an ce  b e in g  made 
f o r  some ty p e s  o f  s ta c k in g , and f o r  some s p e a k e rs ) ,  th e n  t h i s  would e x p la in  
th e  u n g ra m m a tic a lity  o f  u n iq u e ly - r e f e r r in g  a n te c e d e n ts  w ith  Rs. (An a p p a r­
e n t co un terexam ple  to  t h i s ,  e .g :
75* The John Sm ith  who s ig n e d  th e  h o t e l  r e g i s t e r  was w earing  a
i s  e x p la in e d  a s  no t a genu ine  u n iq u e ly - r e f e r r in g  HP a t  a l l ,  s in c e  th e  a n te ­
ce d en t r e f e r s  t o  a  s e t  o f  a t  l e a s t  two members h av in g  th e  a t t r i b u t e  o f 
'b e a r in g  th e  name John S m ith '.  For p r a c t i c a l  p u rp o se s , John Sm ith  i n  (75) 
i s  a  common N .) I f  we r e g a rd  a l l  Ns a s  hav ing  u n d e r ly in g  Rs, th e n  th e  
d i s t i n c t i o n  betw een  common Ns and p ro p e r  (and u n iq u e ly - r e f e r r in g )  Ns i s  
n o t t h a t  th e  fo rm er can , b u t th e  l a t t e r  c a n n o t, c o -o c c u r  w ith  s u r fa c e  Rs, 
b u t r a t h e r  w hether o r  no t th e  s u b s e t  d e f in e d  by th e  s u r fa c e  R s p e c i f i e s  
down to  a s in g le  member: f o r  common Ns, th e  u n d e r ly in g  R, (o r  s e t  o f con­
jo in e d  R s), s p e c i f i e s  th e  s e t - a t t r i b u t e s  (and as  f a r  a s  I  can  t e l l ,  t h e r e  
a re  no n e c e s s a r i ly - u n iq u e  common N s); f o r  u n iq u e ly - r e f e r r in g  NPs, th e  
u n d e r ly in g  R (o r  s e t  o f  c o n jo in e d  Rs) s p e c i f i e s  th e  a t t r i b u t e s  o f a  s in g l e ­
member s e t .  As soon a s  any N p lu s  i t s  Rs, u n d e r ly in g  o r  s u r f a c e ,  s p e c i f i e s  
down t o  a sing le -m em ber s e t ,  th e n  a t  t h a t  p o in t ,  I  c o n je c tu r e ,  s ta c k in g  o f 
f u r t h e r  Rs becomes u n g ram m atica l: f u r t h e r  R s p e c i f i c a t i o n  must be e x p l i c i t l y  
c o n jo in e d . On th e  r e p r e s e n ta t i o n  o f  unique r e f e r e n c e ,  S to c k w e ll e t  a l .  a re  
b u c k -p a s s in g  (p . 4 4 9 ) :  th e y  " le a v e  i t  t o  some s o r t  o f  i n te r p r e t i v e / s e m a n t ic  
component" to  g u a ra n te e  t h a t  th e  q u e s t io n  w i l l  be s o r te d  o u t .  But i n  o rd e r  
to  do t h a t ,  a  sem an tic  component must be c a p a b le  o f  h a n d lin g  c o n te x tu a l ,  
in c lu d in g  s i t u a t i o n a l ,  in fo rm a t io n  o f  s e v e r a l  k in d s .  Compare th e  fo llo w in g :
( c f .  s e c t io n s  3*13-14 ab o v e ).
r a in c o a t  and so c k s ,
76. (a )  The m other came t o  see  me;
(b) The m other who gave b i r t h  to  o c tu p le t s  l a s t  y e a r  came to  
see  me;
(c) The m other whose c h i ld r e n  a re  a t  s c h o o l came to  see  me.
(76a) canno t be d i s c o u r s e - i n i t i a l ;  i t  must be p re c e d e d  by some s i t u a t i o n a l  
o r  l i n g u i s t i c  s p e c i f i c a t i o n .  S im i la r ly ,  (76c) r e q u i r e s  some p re v io u s  s e t  
s t i p u l a t i o n ,  i n  f a c t  r i g h t  down to  th e  in fo rm a tio n  t h a t  a l l  b u t one o f  th e  
m o thers  i n  q u e s t io n  have c h i ld r e n  o f  p re - s c h o o l  age , o r  a t  l e a s t  c h i ld r e n  
n o t a t  s c h o o l. (76b) seems a c c e p ta b le  a s  a c a ta p h o r ic  u se ; g iv in g  b i r t h  to  
o c tu p le t s  i n  a  g iv en  y e a r  would seem to  make any woman u n iq u e ; b u t i t  i s  
e a s i l y  shown t h a t  knowledge o f  t h i s  s o r t  o f  f a c t  i s  n o t l i h g u i s t i c ,  b u t 
c u l t u r a l  ( in c lu d in g  b i o l o g i c a l ) : a s  can  be se en  from  re d u c in g  th e  number
o f  b i r t h s  im p lie d , The low er th e  number o f  b a b ie s ,  th e  l e s s  l i k e l y  i s  th e  
se n te n c e  a s  a  d i s c o u r s e - i n i t i a t o r . Thus;
76 . ( b 1) The m other who cave b i r t h  l a s t  y e a r  came to  see  me,
has s im i la r  re q u ire m e n ts  t o  (76c) above. T h is  s u g g e s ts  t h a t  th e  '’un ique" 
r a t i n g  we p la c e  on (76b) depends on ou r knowledge t h a t  g iv in g  b i r t h  t o  
o c tu p le t s  i s  so r a r e  t h a t  two such  e v e n ts  a re  u n l ik e ly  i n  a  s in g le  y e a r .  
S im i la r ly ,  th e  f a c t  t h a t  J o h n 's  m other has unique r e f e r e n c e  (g iv e n  t h a t  John  
has) w hereas J o h n 's  f r i e n d  has n o t (a lth o u g h  i t  c o u ld  be a rg u ed  th a t  t h i s  
c o n s t r u c t io n  a lw ays s u g g e s ts  u n iq u e n e s s ) , m ight in d ic a te  t h a t  m other has 
an  e x t r a  r e s t r i c t i o n  i n  m eaning, p e rh a p s  d e f in e d  by m e a n in g -p o s tu la te  ( e .g .  
' i f  x  i s  human, t h e n  x  has j u s t  one m o th e r ') .
However one a c c o u n ts  f o r  u n iq u e ly - r e f e r r in g  a n te c e d e n ts ,  a  f a c t  o f  some 
i n t e r e s t  to  th e  p r e s e n t  s e c t io n  i s  t h a t  th e y  r e p r e s e n t  a p o in t  o f  in te rc h a n g e  
be tw een  R and NR; j u s t  a s  a u n iq u e ly - r e f e r r in g  NP o f  th e  ty p e  we have been  
exam ining  can  ta k e  an NR, so can  a u n iq u e ly - r e f e r r in g  NP c o n ta in in g  an  R:
77 . The fa c e  w hich lau n c h e d  a  th o u san d  s h ip s ,
was p la y e d  by E l iz a b e th  T a y lo rs
R e tu rn in g  t o  s e n te n c e s  (71) and (7 2 ), th e  (b) s e n te n c e s  a re  NRs, and 
have th e  fo llo w in g  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s :
who was 
w hich mi
f  w hich! 
I  w ho j
c a l l e d  H elen o f  Troy
ade them  v e ry  happy on  C ly d esid e
1 was one o f  th e  b e a u t ie s  o f  th e  a n c ie n t  w orld
th e y  m ust be a n a p h o ric  o r  hom ophoric ( i . e .  u n iq u e ly - r e f e r r in g ) ;  
th e y  f u n c t io n  to  f u r t h e r  s p e c ify  th e  an teceden t~ N P , th o u g h  w ith o u t 
a f f e c t i n g  i t s  fu n d am en ta l m eaning, q u a n t i f i c a t i o n ,  e t c .
th e y  c o n ta in  a c l e a r  b ro k en  in to n a t io n ,  s e p a r a t in g  th e  r e l a t i v e  
c la u s e  from  i t s  m a tr ix  S . T h is  p a r e n t h e t i c a l  ap p earan ce  has le d  
some com m entators to  p o s i t  a  c o n ju n c t iv e , r a t h e r  th a n  s u b o rd in a t iv e ,  
so u rc e .
But i f  ve i n v e s t ig a t e  s e n te n c e s  w ith  i n d e f i n i t e  a n te c e d e n ts ,  th e  R-NR 
d i s t i n c t i o n  i s  much l e s s  c l e a r - c u t :
78 . (a) A b u s - t i c k e t  w hich I  found  i n  my p o c k e t tu rn e d  o u t t o  be a 
r a r e  f i r s t - e d i t i o n ;
(b) A b u s - t i c k e t ,  w hich I  found i n  my p o c k e t, tu rn e d  o u t t o  be 
a  r a r e  f i r s t - e d i t i o n ;
(c) i .  A f r i e n d  who works a t  H arrods i s  o u ts id e ;  
i i .  A m other who works a t  H arrods i s  o u ts id e ;
(d) i .  A f r i e n d ,  who works a t  H arro d s, i s  o u t s id e ;
i i .  A m other, who works a t  H arrods, i s  o u ts id e .
I n  te rm s  o f  t h e i r  d i s c o u r s e - p o t e n t i a l ,  (78a) and (78b) a re  v e ry  s im i la r .
B oth  can  be c a ta p h o r i c :
78 . ( a 1) T here was a  b u s - t i c k e t  such  t h a t  I  found i t  i n  my p o c k e t . . .
( b 1) T here was a b u s - t i c k e t ,  and I  found  i t  i n  my p o c k e t . . .
B oth  can  be a n a p h o ric :
( a M ) One o f  th e  b u s - t i c k e t s  which I  found  i n  my p o c k e t . . .
( i . e .  a n a p h o ric  sen se  I ' ) j  and:
( b 11) T a lk in g  o f  o b .ie ts  tro u v d s , a  b u s - t i c k e t  (w hich i n c i d e n ta l l y  
I  found  i n  my p o c k e t) ,  f o r  e x a m p le .. .
(th o u g h  i n  th e  case  o f  ( b , , )> t h i s  i s  a  Mty p e - to k e n "  k in d  o f  a n ap h o ra , r a t h e r  
th a n  one bound by i d e n t i t y ,  o r  c o - r e f e r e n c e ) .  Much th e  same can  be s a id  f o r
(c) and ( d ) .  Thus th e  d i f f e r e n c e  betw een  R and NR i n  ( a 1) and ( b 1) i s  th e  
r e g u la r  d i s t i n c t i o n ,  to  be s u re , b u t i t  seems to  c a r r y  no com m unicative 
w e ig h t: ( a 1) d e f in e s  down to  some p a r t i c u l a r  b u s - t i c k e t ;  ( b ')  t a k e s  th e  b u s -  
t i c k e t  a s  b e in g  a p a r t i c u l a r  one anyway, and adds th e  same in fo rm a t io n  n e v e r­
t h e l e s s .  I n  ( a M ) and ( b M )> th e  b u s - t i c k e t  i s  a  s u b s e t  o f  a  p r e v io u s ly -  
d e f in e d  s e t ;  th e  d i f f e r e n c e  i s  t h a t  i n  ( a 11) th e  l o c a t io n  o f  th e  t i c k e t  i s  
p a r t  o f  t h i s  d e f i n i t i o n ,  w hereas i n  ( b M ) i t  i s  a d d i t io n a l  in fo rm a tio n .
I t  seem s, th e n  t h a t  a s  betw een R and NR th e r e  e x i s t s  an  a r e a  o f 




W ith in  t h i s  a r e a ,  i t  i s  o f te n  d i f f i c u l t  to  d e c id e  w hether a  g iv e n  use i s  R
o r  NR, and in d e e d  th e r e  seems to  be no co m p ellin g  r e a s o n  why i t  sh o u ld  be 
d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  i n  t h i s  m anner.
3 .2 2 3  Do Rs and NRs b o th  d e r iv e  from  c o n ju n c t io n ?
S in ce  t h i s  i s  th e  o n ly  m ajor s u g g e s t io n  f o r  r e l a t i v e  c la u s e  d e r iv a t io n  
no t d e a l t  w ith  by S to c k w e ll e t  a l . ,  I  shou ld  l ik e  t o  examine h e re  a  r e p r e s e n t ­
a t i v e  s ta te m e n t o f  t h i s  p o s i t i o n ,  namely t h a t  o f  Thompson 1971, ( f o r  d is c u s s io n  
o f  h e r  n o t io n  o f  " s p e a k e r - h e a re r  a ssu m p tio n s"  i n  t h i s  p a p e r , see  s e c t io n  2 .1 6  
above) .
At th e  s t a r t  o f  h e r  p a p e r , Thompson m en tions t h r e e  " in d ic a t io n s  t h a t  a  
c o n ju n c t io n  so u rce  f o r  r e l a t i v e  c la u s e  se n te n c e s  i s  c o r r e c t " .  These a r e :
a .  Nobody h as  e v e r  defended  an  embedding e x p la n a t io n  a g a in s t  a  con­
ju n c t iv e  one .
b . T here i s  p r a c t i c a l l y  no agreem ent abou t th e  d e t a i l s  o f  an  embedding 
t h e s i s -
c . A d i s t i n c t i o n  must be drawn betw een r e l a t i v e  c la u s e s  and c le a r  
c a s e s  o f  em bedding, where th e  embedded se n te n c e  i s  r e q u i r e d  a s  an  
o b l ig a to r y  argum ent o f  th e  v e rb .
(a) i s  i n  i t s e l f  a n  i n d i c a t i o n  o f  n o th in g : th e r e  have b een  few  d e fe n c e s  o f .  
th e  t h e s i s  t h a t  w a te r  i s  wet e i t h e r ,  (a) t e l l s  us n o th in g  ab o u t th e  r e l a t i v e  
m e r i ts  o f  th e  c a s e :  th e  t r u t h  co u ld  be e q u a l ly  t h a t  th e  embedding t h e s i s  i s  
s e l f - e v i d e n t ,  o r  t h a t  nobody has e v e r  s p o tte d  th e  r e a l  so u rce  o f r e s t r i c t i v e  
r e l a t i v e s  b e f o r e .  (b ) ,  to o ,  (a n o th e r  n e g a tiv e  s ta te m e n t) ,  i s  o f  l i t t l e  v a lu e , 
s in c e  t h e r e  i s  n o t much in  th e  p re s e n t  p o s tu re  o f  e v e n ts  which c o u ld  be c a l l e d  
"co n sen su s  l i n g u i s t i c s " .  How much agreem ent i s  t h e r e ,  f o r  exam ple, on th e  
t r e a tm e n t  and d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  th e  A u x il ia ry  v e rb ?  (c )  c o n ta in s  a  l i t t l e  sub ­
s ta n c e ,  b u t im p l ie s  t h a t  a d ju n c ts  a re  never embedded, b u t a lw ays c o n jo in e d
( s in c e  th e y  to o  a re  u s u a l ly  " s t r u c t u r a l l y  s u p e r f lu o u s " ) .  T h is  i s  an  im p o rt­
a n t  enough p o in t  t o  need more th a n  sim ple  a s s e r t i o n  o r  l e s s ,  im p l ic a t io n ,  t o  
e s t a b l i s h  i t  a s  c o r r e c t .  I t  would p resum ably  have t o  a p p ly  to  a l l  s o r t s  o f 
a d v e r b ia l  c la u s e s  and p h ra s e s  a s  w e ll  a s  r e l a t i v e s .  B u t, i n  f a c t ,  th e  
s i t u a t i o n  i s  w orse , s in c e  Thompson’s ( l ) ,  ( f o r  w hich she c la im s  an  em bedding 
a n a ly s i s  t o  be w e l l - m o t iv a te d ) :
80 . (a) T ha t F r ie d a  l i k e s  t o  cook i s  obv ious t o  me,
i s  synonymous w ith  a  ty p e  I I  NR:
(b) F r ie d a  l i k e s  t o  cook, which i s  o b v ious to  me, 
and a c o n ju n c t io n :
(c) F r ie d a  l i k e s  to  cook, and t h i s  i s  o b v io u s to  me,
(where t h i s  o f  c o u rse  i s  a  p ro -S  form : c f .  Thompson: 88 s q . ) .  A ll  s e n te n c e s  
o f  th e  form  o f  (80a) a re  p a ra p h ra sa b le  a s  ty p e  I I  NRs, and hence a s  con­
ju n c t io n s  a ls o ,  b u t th e  r e v e r s e  does not h o ld , s in c e  o n ly  c e r t a i n  p r e d ic a te s  
a re  c a p ab le  o f  fo rm ing  th e  s t r u c tu r e  u n d e rly in g  (8 0 a ) , and th e n  som etim es 
o n ly  u nder c e r t a i n  c o n d i t io n s ,  e .g .  p a s s i v i z a t io n .
Those were in fo rm a l and p r e f a to r y  rem ark s. But has Thompson succeeded  
i n  p ro v in g  h e r  t h e s i s  abou t th e  so u rce  o f  Rs i n  th e  m ain body o f  th e  p ap e r?  
Her p ro p o s a l  s u f f e r s ,  I  th in k ,  from  two main o b je c t io n s :
l )  S y n t a c t i c . The s t a t u s  o f  h e r  "deep s t r u c tu r e s "  i s ,  I  t h in k ,  d i f f i c u l t  
to  ju d g e , b ecause  th e  r e a d e r  has  no id e a  what th e o r y  o f  grammar th e y  occu r 
i n .  Thus i t  i s  n o t ea sy  to  see  what s o r t  o f  r u le s  w i l l  le a d  to  t h e i r  
s u r f a c e - s t r u c tu r e  form s ( e -g .  p . 94- 5 where she a l l e g e d ly  s o lv e s  th e
p a rad o x  p u t fo rw ard  by P e r lm u tte r  and Ross 1970:
81, (a )  A man e n te r e d  th e  room and a woman went o u t who were q u i te
s im i la r .
They p o in t  o u t t h a t  an  embedding a n a ly s i s  would n o t be a b le  e a s i l y  to  
e x p la in  th e  d is c o n t in u o u s  a n te c e d e n t f o r  th e  r e l a t i v e  c la u s e .  Thompson 
c la im s  t h a t  th e r e  i s  no pa rad o x  i n  a c o n ju n c t iv e  a n a l y s i s :
(b) (Man e n te r e d  room) (woman went o u t o f  room) (man and woman 
were s i m i l a r ) .
However, t h i s  a n a ly s i s  has s t i l l  g o t to  e x p la in  how ENP d e le t io n  and r e l a t i v e  
p ro n o m in a lis a t io n  can  ta k e  p la c e  w ith  a d is c o n tin u o u s  a n te c e d e n t ) .
The "new paradox" w hich P e r lm u tte r  and Ross c la im  i s  a c tu a l l y  s im i la r  
to  an  example i n  L ak o ff 1 9 6 8 a :53-59:
82. (a) John  and M ary, who a re  a l i k e ,  know th e  answ er,
s in c e  a l i k e  ( l i k e  s i m i l a r ) i s  a  "sym m etric  p r e d ic a te "  ( c f .  L ak o ff and P e te r s  
1969) r e q u i r in g  a p l u r a l  o r  c o n jo in e d  s u b je c t ,  o r  a  su b jec t-co m p lem en t 
c o m b in a tio n  w hereas know, ( l i k e  th e  s e p a ra te  p r e d i c a t e s  e n te r  and go o u t ) , 
im p l ie s  o f  e a ch  o f  th e  c o n jo in e d  nouns, s e p a ra te  a c h ie v e m e n ts . L a k o f f ’ s 
example i s  n e c e s s a r i ly  a  NR, P e r lm u tte r  and R o ss ’ s i s  p resum ably  a NR o r  a  
"h a rd ly -R "  ( s in c e  no c o n t r a s t  i s  im p lie d )  -  c f .  my rem arks i n  th e  p re v io u s  
s e c t io n .  I n  f a c t ,  t h i s  pa rad o x  can  occu r w ith  a R, a s  L ak o ff shows (p . 5 5 ):
(b) The boy and th e  g i r l  who a re  a l ik e  know th e  answ er
and f o r  t h i s ,  L ako ff s u g g e s ts  a  deep s t r u c tu r e  w hich can  be p a ra p h ra se d  
ro u g h ly  a s :
(c) The boy (o f)  th e  boy and th e  g i r l  (who) a re  a l i k e  knows th e  
answ er and th e  g i r l  (o f)  th e  boy and th e  g i r l  (who) a r e  a l i k e  
knows th e  answ er.
By c o n ju n c t io n  r e d u c t io n ,  t h i s  becomes s u c c e s s iv e ly :
(d) The boy (o f)  th e  boy and th e  g i r l  (who) a re  a l ik e  and
th e  g i r l  (who) a re  a l ik e  know th e  answ er, and:
(e) The boy and th e  g i r l  (o f)  th e  boy and th e  g i r l  (who)
a re  a l i k e  know th e  answ er,
and th e n  by r e l a t i v i z a t i o n :
( f )  The boy and th e  g i r l  who a re  a l ik e  know th e  answ er.
(L ak o ff a c tu a l l y  g iv e s  t r e e s :  th e  p a ra p h ra s e s  -  and p a r t i c u l a r l y  th e  o f ' s  -  
a re  m ine. PNW).
A s im i la r  sequence o f  o p e ra t io n s  a c c o u n ts  f o r  th e  NR se n te n c e  John  and 
Mary, who a re  a l i k e ,  know th e  answ er, e x c ep t t h a t  th e  sym m etric p r e d ic a te  
o c c u rs  o n ly  once . I t  i s  p o s s ib le ,  o f  c o u rse , t h a t  th e  u n d e r ly in g  s t r u c tu r e  
w hich Thompson r e f e r s  to  i s  supposed  to  be o f  th e  ty p e  r e c e n t l y  a d v o c a te d  
by, among o th e r s ,  L a k o ff, nam ely one u s in g  th e  h ig h e r  p r e d ic a te  c a lc u lu s ,  
i n  w hich th e  m ain form  o f  p r o p o s i t io n a l  c o m b in a tio n  i s  a  ty p e  o f  c o n ju n c t io n . 
However, th e r e  i s  no d i s c u s s io n  o f  t h i s ,  and not enough e v id en ce  to  i n f e r  
a n y th in g  a lo n g  th e s e  l i n e s .
2) S e m a n tic . The sem an tic  d i f f e r e n c e  betw een Rs and NRs i s  e x p la in e d  
s o le ly  i n  te rm s  o f  " p re s u p p o s i t io n s " ,  b u t t h i s  im p o r ta n t  n o t io n  i s  l e f t  
q u i te  u n s p e c i f ie d .  We a re  g iv e n  no id e a  how p r e s u p p o s i t io n s  a re  m eant to
f i t  i n to  any th e o r y  o f  lan g u a g e , n o r, i n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  how th e y  a re  m eant to
ac co u n t f o r  one im p o rta n t p ro p e r ty  o f  Rs, t h e i r  c o n t r a s t i v i t y .  B oth  
Thompson and P o s t a l  { /sec tio n  2 .1 6 ) assume t h a t  " s p e a k e r 's  a ssu m p tio n s  abou t 
h e a r e r 's  know ledge" can  somehow be " in d ic a te d "  w ith o u t b e in g  s p e c i f ie d ,  and 
so th e y  p ro b e b ly  can , b u t a t  th e  expense o f  m iss in g  im p o r ta n t  g e n e r a l i s a t i o n s  
a b o u t th e  r o le  o f  r e p e a te d  ite m s  i n  b o th  a d is c o u r s e  and i t s  component sen ­
te n c e s .
The c o n t r o v e r s i a l  a s p e c t  o f Thom pson's p a p e r  i s  th e  s u g g e s t io n  t h a t  
Rs (a s  w e l l  a s  NRs) d e r iv e  from  a c o n ju n c t io n  s o u rc e . We have a lr e a d y  d i s ­
c u sse d  h e r  p ro p o s a ls  i n  some d e t a i l  ( s e c t io n  2 .1 6  a b o v e ), b u t b e fo re  exam in­
in g  Thom pson's a c co u n t o f  NRs, I  sh o u ld  l ik e  to  d i s c u s s  one f u r t h e r  p o in t
she makes ab o u t Rs, a s  f u r t h e r  ev id en ce  t h a t  th e y  d e r iv e  from  a c o n ju n c t io n
so u rc e . She q u o te s  from  P o s t a l  1967 (w hich I  have no t se en , b u t which 
a p p a re n tly  i s  a rg u in g  a  s im i la r  c a se )  th e  exam ple:
83* (a )  C h a rley  assum ed t h a t  th e  book which was b u rned  was n o t b u rn ed . 
T h is  s e n te n c e  i s  am biguous betw een  th e  r e a d in g s :  (A) C h a rley  assum ed t h a t  a  
c e r t a i n  book had no t been  b u rned  when i n  f a c t  i t  had ; and (b ) C h arley  assum ed 
a  c o n t r a d ic t io n .  U n d e rly in g  ( a) ,  she c la im s , i s  th e  r e p r e s e n ta t i o n :
83- (b) (C h a rley  assum ed (book n o t b u rn e d ))  (book bu rned)
w hile  u n d e r ly in g  (B) i s :
8 3 . (c) C h arley  assum ed ((book  bu rned) (book no t b u rn e d ))
What Thompson does no t n o t ic e  i s  t h a t  i n  (A) and ( 83b) th e  s ta te m e n t u n d e r­
ly in g  w hich was b u rn ed , w hich i n  (83b) i s  r e p r e s e n te d  by (book b u rn e d ) , i s  
n o t on th e  same l e v e l  a s  (C h a rle y  a s s u m e d . . . ) ,  b u t on a h ig h e r  l e v e l :  i t  
i s  i n  f a c t  a n  a s s e r t i o n  made by th e  s p e a k e r , a  h ig h e r - l e v e l  p r e d ic a te  o f  a 
p e r fo rm a tiv e  I  s a y :
8 3 . (d) C h a rley  assum ed t h a t  th e  book w hich I  say  was bu rned  was no t
b u rn e d 1.
T h is  i s ,  i n  f a c t ,  e q u iv a le n t  to  (83b) b u t w ith  th e  p e rfo rm a tiv e  v e rb  
i n e x p l i c i t . ( in c i d e n t a l l y ,  Thorne (1972b) u se s  p e r fo rm a tiv e  ev id e n c e  to  
d i s t i n g u i s h  be tw een  Rs and NRs. By h i s  t e s t s ,  (83d) i s  NR). I  say  i s  
a lm o s t c e r t a i n l y  th e  wrong p e rfo rm a tiv e  v e rb  h e re , s in c e  th e  a s s e r t i o n  
(book burned) i n  (83b) does n o t adm it o f  c o n t r a d ic t io n :  i t  i s  a f a c t i v e  
( c f .  K ip a rsk y  and K ip arsk y  1 9 7 0 ). The p r e d ic a te  say , how ever, i s  non- 
f a c t i v e  i n  i t s  co m p lem en ta tio n : I  say  th e  book was b u rn ed  can  a ls o  im ply  
and somebody e l s e  sa y s  i t  w a s n 't  w ith o u t im p u tin g  who i s  r i g h t .  What i s  ■ 
r e q u i r e d ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  b u t o n ly  o f  co u rse  i n  th e  s u p e r f i c i a l  r e p r e s e n ta t i o n  
o f  th e  u n d e r ly in g  sem an tic  s t r u c tu r e  o f  th e  r e l a t i v e ,  i s  a  l e x i c a l ! z a t i o n  
o f  ' I  say  FACT*. T h is  p e rh a p s  does n o t a c tu a l l y  e x i s t  i n  E n g lis h , and 
in d ee d  th e r e  i s  no p r i o r  n e c e s s i ty  t h a t  i t  sh o u ld  (b u t p e rh a p s  I  r e p o r t  
i s  s u i t a b l e ) .  To p rove t h a t  t h i s  i s  more th a n  an  a c c id e n ta l  gap (which 
would s e v e r e ly  weaken th e  p e rfo rm a tiv e  a n a ly s i s ) ,  i t  w ould have to  be shown 
t h a t  sa y in g  was n e v e r  com m ensurate w ith  th e  p r e s u p p o s i t io n  o f  t r u t h :  t h i s  
would th e n  d isp ro v e  even  th e  n o t io n  o f  an  a b s t r a c t  p e r fo rm a tiv e .  However, 
th e  d i s t i n c t i o n  does a p p e a r  ca p ab le  o f  more e x p l i c i t  e x p re s s io n  i n  o th e r  
lan g u a g e s  ( e .g .  L a t in ) ,  f o r  example by u s in g  th e  i n d i c a t i v e  f o r  f a c t i v e  
s ta te m e n ts  and th e  s u b ju n c t iv e  f o r  u n s u b s ta n t ia te d  r e p o r t s .  I n  (8 3 c), 
c o r r e c t l y ,  '(b o o k  b u r n e d ) 1 i s  p a r t  o f  C h a r le y 's  a s su m p tio n . However, 
Thompson a s s e r t s  t h a t  th e  co n v erse  c o n t r a d ic t io n :
8 3 . (e) C h arley  assum ed t h a t  th e  book which was n o t bu rned  was bu rned  
i s  an  " e x a c t  p a ra p h ra se "  o f  re a d in g  (B) o f  (8 3 a ) . T h is  s u r e ly  can n o t be 
so : i n  (8 3 a):B  C h arley  assum es t h a t  som ething was no t b u rn ed ; i n  (8 3 e ) , he 
assum es t h a t  som eth ing  was b u rn ed ; and i n  b o th  c a s e s ,  th e  embedded "some­
th in g "  c o n t r a d ic t s  i t s  m a tr ix .  The se n te n c e s  p e rh a p s  amount t o  th e  same i n  
th e  end , b u t th e y  a t t a i n  t h a t  r e s u l t  v ia  d i f f e r e n t  r o u te s .
Thom pson's t r e a tm e n t  o f  N R 's, on th e  o th e r  hand, i s  b ro a d ly  a lo n g  l i n e s  
a l r e a d y  su g g e s te d  by R oss. L ike Ross and o th e r s ,  she r e g a r d s  NRs a s  d e r iv in g  
from  a c o n ju n c t iv e  so u rce  and d i s t i n g u is h e s  two ty p e s ,  NRI and N R II. NRI, 
l i k e  R, have a  nom inal a n te c e d e n t :
8 4 . J e r r y ,  who u sed  to  p la y  f o o tb a l l ,  now has a sed e in ta ry  jo b .
NRII have a p r e d ic a te  o r  s e n t e n t i a l  a n te c e d e n t :
8 5 . She to o k  th e  c h i ld r e n  to  th e  zoo, w hich was v e ry  h e lp f u l .
I  do no t p ro p o se  to  d e s c r ib e  Thompson’s acco u n t o f  NRs i n  d e t a i l ,  s in c e  I  
s h a l l  be s u g g e s tin g  an  a l t e r n a t i v e  below  which m o d if ie s  h e r  (and  R o s s 's )  
a n a ly s i s  o f  NR d e r i v a t i o n  by in t ro d u c in g  c o n te x tu a l  in fo rm a t io n . However, 
th e r e  a re  one o r  two sm a ll p o in ts  w hich I  would l i k e  to  comment on now. One 
c o n cern s  an  a p p a re n t coun terexam ple  to  th e  c o n ju n c t io n  a n a ly s i s  o f  NRs, n o ted  
by b o th  Ross and Thompson, w h e re in  a ( d e c la r a t iv e )  NR i s  I n te r p o la te d  i n to  
an  i n t e r r o g a t i v e  m a tr ix . The example g iv en  i s :
8 6 . (a) I s  even  C la re n c e , who i s  w earing  mauve so c k s , a  sw inger?
The se n te n c e  c o n s i s t in g  o f  two c o n ju n c ts  which m ight be th o u g h t to  u n d e r l ie  
(86a) i s  i n  p o in t  o f  f a c t  u n g ram m atica l:
(b) KI s  even  C la ren ce  a sw inger and he i s  w e a rin g  mauve s o c k s .
Ross s u g g e s ts  t h a t  u n d e r ly in g  such  c o n ju n c ts  a re  s e n te n c e  seq u en ces , w h ile  
Thompson p ro p o se s  t h a t  i n  c e r t a i n  c o n te x ts  ( e .g .  be tw een  q u e s t io n  and 
d e c la r a t iv e ,  o r  im p e ra tiv e  and d e c la r a t iv e )  th e  c o n n e c to r  (and e t c . )  i s  
d e le te d .  O th er p o s s i b i l i t i e s  s u g g e s tin g  a d i f f e r e n t  s o lu t io n ,  how ever, may 
be n o te d . F i r s t ,  th e r e  does e x i s t  an  i n te r r o g a t i v e - d e c l a r a t i v e  c o n ju n c t io n , 
o f  a  d i f f e r e n t  s o r t :
(c) I s  ev en  C la ren ce  a sw in g e r, and (him) w ea rin g  mauve so c k s, 
to o ?
where th e  f o rc e  o f  th e  and . . .  to o  c o m b in a tio n  seems to  be a d v e r s a t iv e ,  
r a t h e r  l ik e  'd e s p i t e  th e  f a c t  t h a t ' ,  ' y e t ' ,  'n e v e r t h e l e s s ' ,  'e v e n  th o u g h ',  
i n  t h e i r  v a r io u s  s t r u c t u r a l  p o s i t i o n s .  I  a ls o  n o te  t h a t  t h i s  a d v e r s a t iv e  
sense  e x te n d s  t o  th e  NR i n  (8 6 a ) , a  f a c t  which I  s h a l l  comment on l a t e r  
( s e c t io n  5*3)* A second  p o in t  i s  t h a t
(d) I s  even  C la ren ce  a sw inger?
i s  am biguous betw een  a genu ine  y e s /n o  q u e s t io n  (YNQ) and a r h e t o r i c a l  
e x c la m a tio n  o f  th e  'Do my o ld  eyes  d e c e iv e  me?' ty p e ,  a lth o u g h  th e  o c c u rre n c e  
o f  ev en  (w hich c o n n o te s  s u r p r i s e :  see  F r a s e r  1971) makes th e  second i n t e r ­
p r e t a t i o n  more n a tu r a l  i n  my i d i o l e c t .  P o s s ib le  d ia g n o s t ic  t e s t s  f o r  th e  
e x c la m a tio n  sen se  a re  th e  absence  o f  any v e rb a l  I tem :
( d ')  Even C la ren ce  a  sw inger?.' 
and th e  o p t io n a l  p r e f a to r y  p re se n c e  o f  w h a t:
( d " )  (W hat), even  C la re n c e  a  sw inger?]
The e x c la m a tio n , u n l ik e  th e  YNQ, does n o t r e q u i r e  a  r e s p o n s e , though  y e s  
o r  no and e x p re s s io n s  o f  a f f i r m a t iv e  o r  n e g a tiv e  im p o rt may be used a p p ro ­
p r i a t e l y ,  a s ,  o f  c o u rs e , th e y  must be w ith  YNQs. " E x c la m a tio n s11 a s  a  c l a s s  
o f  u t te r a n c e  a re  p e rh a p s  no t a s  w e l l - d e f in e d  a s  th e y  m ight b e . F o rm a lly , 
th e y  have much i n  common w ith  q u e s t io n s :  th e y  f r e q u e n t ly  ta k e  an  i n t e r r o g a ­
t i v e  o r  p s e u d o - in te r r o g a t iv e  form  ( i . e .  w ith  s u b je c t - a u x i l i a r y  in v e r s io n ,  
in c lu d in g  a common v a r i e ty  f o r  w hich a u x i l i a r y - d e l e t i o n  can  be assum ed, w hich 
i s  what I  have r e f e r r e d  to  a s  " p s e u d o - in te r r o g a t iv e s " ) ,  th e y  use most o f  th e  
same ran g e  o f  w h-form s, and have i d e n t i c a l  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  o f  in to n a t io n .  
However, t h e r e  a re  a ls o  ty p e s  o f  e x c la m a tio n  which have none o r  a lm o st none 
o f  th e s e  s i m i l a r i t i e s  ( e .g .  th e  " i n t e r j e c t i o n s "  such  a s  G rip es  I . M e r d e , 
B lim ey] , and so on, and fo rm s such  a s  What a  s u r p r i s e  ( t h i s  i s ) J . w hich i n  
some ways seem to  have more i n  common w ith  t o p i c a l i z e d  and p s e u d o - c le f t  
s e n te n c e s ) .  M oreover, a s  E r ik  Fudge [p e r s o n a l  com m unication] p o in ts  o u t ,  
e x c la m a tio n s  do no t undergo  S -7  in v e r s io n ,  and w h -q u e s tio n s  i h  any ca se  
can n o t a p p r o p r ia t e ly  r e c e iv e  th e  re s p o n s e s  "y es"  o r  "n o ", which a re  i n  f a c t  
a p p r o p r ia te  to  YNQ r a t h e r  th a n  wh-Q, and th e s e  a re  somewhat rem ote from  
e x c lam a tio n s*  However, I  w ould a rg u e  t h a t  th e  "y es"  and "no" fo llo w in g  
e x c la m a tio n s  a re  n o t v e ry  s im i la r  to  th e  "yes"  o r  "no" re s p o n s e s  to  YNQs.
The l a t t e r  s ig n a l  s p e c i f i c  in fo rm a t io n  (and c o u ld  be re g a rd e d  a s  p ro -  
s e n t e n t i a l :  "yes"  = 'S? i s  c o r r e c t 1) ;  th e  fo rm er s ig n a l  mere p h a t ic  a g re e ­
ment ("y e s"  -  '1  a g re e  t h a t  S i 1) .  I  would s p e c u la te  t h a t  YNQ, wh-Q and 
e x c la m a tio n s  o c c u r  on a  continuum , w hich a t  th e  q u e s t io n  end r e q u i r e  th e  
c o -o p e r a t iv e  i n t e r a c t i o n  o f  q u e s t io n e r  and q u e s tio n e d  ( c f .  s e c t io n s  2 .1 3  
and 2 .1 4  a b o v e ). I t  seems a r e a s o n a b le  h y p o th e s is  t h a t  a t  l e a s t  some 
e x c la m a tio n s  and q u e s t io n s  o c c u r a t  ex trem es o f  th e  same sem an tic  s c a le ,  
p e rh a p s  w ith  s o - c a l l e d  " r h e t o r i c a l  q u e s tio n s "  occupy ing  th e  m idd le  r a n g e .
T hus:
87. (a )  I s n ' t  H o rten se  s tu p id ?  
r e q u i r e s  a  r e s p o n s e , i . e .  "y es"  ( i . e .  r e q u i r e s  th e  l i s t e n e r ' s  c o - o p e r a t io n ) ,  
w h ile :
(b) How s tu p id  H o rten se  i s i  
c o u ld  e a s i l y  be u t t e r e d  to  o n e s e l f ,  and I f  th e  l i s t e n e r  does say " y e s" , 
t h i s  i s  u n s o l i c i t e d  s u p p o r t ,  l i n g u i s t i c a l l y .  (The s p e a k e r  may hope f o r  
s u p p o r t ,  b u t  i f  he r e a l l y  w an ts  to  a p p e a l f o r  i t ,  he w i l l  s u re ly  use th e  
o v e r t  YNQ fo rm ). E x c la m a tio n s , t h e r e f o r e ,  do no t p re su p p o se  th e  c o -o p e r a t io n , 
o r  even  th e  p re s e n c e , o f  a n  i n t e r l o c u t o r :  t h e r e f o r e ,  no t a c i t  ag reem ent i s
e n te re d  i n to  o r  b ro k e n . However, we may su rm ise  t h a t  th e  f re q u e n t  fo rm a l 
s i m i l a r i t y  be tw een  e x c la m a tio n s  and q u e s tio n s  can le a d  to  th e  l i s t e n e r  con­
fu s in g  them , w hich may h e lp  to  e x p la in  why Yes, No, etc...; a re  no t c o m p le te ly  
in a p p r o p r ia te  a s  r e s p o n s e s  to  e x c la m a tio n s , though  th e y  may w e ll  be s u p e r ­
f lu o u s .  I  a l s o  n o te  h e re  t h a t  th e r e  i s  a  p o s s ib le  e x c la m a tio n  w hich i s  
fo rm a lly  i d e n t i c a l  w ith  YNQ, th o u g h  p r o s o d ic a l ly  d i s t i n c t :
87. (c )  I s n ' t  H o rten se  s tu p i d .'
G iven th e s e  d i s t i n c t i o n s ,  th e n , n o te  t h a t  b o th  (86c) and (86a) ( th e  
s e n te n c e  i n  q u e s t io n )  a p p e a r  to  be e x c la m a to ry  r a t h e r  th a n  i n t e r r o g a t i v e :
86. ( c 1) What, even  C la ren ce  a  sw inger, and him w earing  mauve so ck s, 
to o ]
86. ( a 1) What, ev en  C la re n c e , who i s  w earing  mauve so c k s, a  sw inger.' 
a lth o u g h  (8 6 a ) , p a r t i c u l a r l y  w ith o u t even , which has no r e a l  b e a r in g  on 
th e  m a t te r  un d er d i s c u s s io n  anyway, seems to  me c a p ab le  o f  th e  i n te r r o g a t i v e  
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  T h is  b r in g s  me to  my t h i r d  p o in t ,  which i s  t h a t  th e r e  i s  
no p rob lem  h e re  i f  we assume t h a t  th e  NR r e l a t i v i z a t i o n  t r a n s fo r m a t io n ,  
(w hich m atches up lik e -N P s  i n  th e  f i r s t  and second c o n ju n c ts ,  moves th e  
second to  a p o in t  im m ed ia te ly  fo llo w in g  th e  m atched NP i n  th e  f i r s t  c o n ju n c t 
and th e n  d e le t e s  and and p ro n o m in a liz e s  th e  second NP in to  a r e l a t i v e  p ro ­
noun), p re c e d e s  th e  YNQ fo rm a tio n - t r a n s f o r m a t io n .  I f  t h i s  i s  so , (and 
assum ing t h a t  t h e r e  i s  such  a th in g  a s  e x t r i n s i c  o r d e r in g ) ,  th e n  th e  u n d e r­
ly in g
86. (e) Even C la re n c e  I s  a  sw in g er, and C la re n c e  i s  w earing  mauve 
socks
u ndergoes NR r e l a t i v i z a t i o n  f i r s t  (g iv e n  t h a t  C la re n c e  and C la ren ce  a re  
c o - r e f e r e n t i a l )  t o :
86. ( f )  Even C la re n c e , who i s  w earing  mauve so c k s , i s  a sw inger 
and th e n  YNQ fo rm a tio n  to ( 8 6 a ) .  S en tence  (86a) i s  th u s  i n  f a c t  a p ie c e  o f 
ev id e n c e  t h a t  th e  r e v e r s e  o r d e r  does n o t h o ld . What o th e r  e v id e n c e , however 
w i l l  h e lp  us to  so lv e  th e  q u e s t io n  o f  th e  r e l a t i v e  o rd e r  o f  th e s e  two t r a n s ­
fo rm a tio n s?  I f  YNQ fo rm a tio n  p re c e d e s  NR r e l a t i v i z a t i o n , we sh o u ld  e x p e c t 
th e  l a t t e r  to  be f r e e l y  a p p l ic a b le  t o  th e  r e s u l t s  o f  th e  fo rm e r. However, 
t h i s  i s  n o t th e  c a s e :
88. (a) P a s se n g e rs  sh o u ld  p a ss  th ro u g h  Custom s, and  p a s se n g e rs  must
d e c la r e  a l l  p u rc h a s e s .
(b) S hould  p a s se n g e rs  p a ss  th ro u g h  Custom s, and must p a s se n g e rs  
d e c la r e  a l l  p u rc h a se s?  ((8 8 a) + YNQ f o rm a tio n )
(c) ^S hou ld  p a s s e n g e rs , must who d e c la re  a l l  p u rc h a s e s , p a s s
th ro u g h  Customs? ((88b) + NR r e l a t i v i z a t i o n )
There i s  e v id e n c e  to  show t h a t  YNQ fo rm a tio n  i s  an  " a c ro s s - th e -b o a rd "  
r u l e ,  i . e .  i t  must a p p ly  to  a l l  member Ss o f  a  c o n ju n c t io n :
/  \  55(d) Should  p a s se n g e rs  p a s s  th ro u g h  Custom s, and  p a s se n g e rs  must 
d e c la re  a l l  p u rc h a se s?
/  \  55(e) P a s se n g e rs  sh o u ld  p a s s  th ro u g h  Custom s, and  must p a s se n g e rs  
d e c la r e  a l l  p u rc h a se s?
A pparen t co u n te rex a m p le s  to  t h i s  a re  s e n te n c e s  such  a s
( f )  (I  know) p a s se n g e rs  sh o u ld  p a ss  th ro u g h  Custom s, b u t must 
p a s se n g e rs  d e c la re  a l l  p u rc h a se s?
89* (a ) H e 'l l  keep h i s  word, b u t w i l l  he b r in g  a  b o t t l e ?
(b) H e 'l l  keep h i s  word -  o r  w i l l  he?
Note t h a t  (a) some a d v e r s a t iv e  e lem en t must p rec e d e  th e  q u e s t io n , (b) s e n te n c e s
(8 8 f)  and (89a) a re  am biguous, a s  be tw een  a  genu ine  YNQ (w ith  a f a l l i n g  in to n ­
a t i o n  c o n to u r , r i s i n g  i n  th e  t a i l )  and a " r h e t o r i c a l "  Q (w ith  n u c le a r  s t r e s s  
on th e  a u x i l i a r y  v e rb  and th e  rem a in d e r on a low r i s i n g  in to n a t io n ) ,  (c) 
b o th  o f  th e s e  s e n se s  im ply  a h ig h e r  p e r fo rm a tiv e :  YNQ r e q u i r in g  ' I  know . . .  
b u t I  d o n 't  know . . . '  (hence th e  a d v e rs a t iv e  b u t ) : th e  r h e t o r i c a l  Q r e q u i r in g  
' I  accede  t o  . . .  b u t I  a sk  you to  a s s u re  me t h a t  i t  i s  n e c e s s a r y / c e r t a in  
t h a t  . . . ' .  (89b) i s  r a t h e r  s im i la r  i n  sense  to  th e  " r h e t o r i c a l "  Q i n t e r p r e t ­
a t i o n .
I f  NR r e l a t i v i z a t i o n  p re c e d e s  YNQ fo rm a tio n  on th e  o th e r  hand, we shou ld  
e x p e c t th e  l a t t e r  t o  be f r e e l y  a p p l ic a b le  to  th e  r e s u l t s  o f  th e  fo rm e r, and 
t h i s  in d e e d  seems to  be s o :
88. (g) P a s s e n g e rs , who must d e c la re  a l l  p u rc h a s e s , sho u ld  p a s s  
th ro u g h  Custom s. ((8 8 a ) + NR r e l a t i v i z a t i o n )
(h) Should  p a s s e n g e rs , who must d e c la r e  a l l  p u rc h a s e s , p a ss  
th ro u g h  Customs? ((88g) + YNQ fo rm a tio n )
I  c o n c lu d e , t h e r e f o r e ,  t h a t  NR r e l a t i v i z a t i o n  p re c e d e s  YNQ fo rm a tio n  and 
t h a t  i t  i s  t h i s  f a c t  w hich e x p la in s  th e  n o n -o cc u rre n c e  o f  (8 6 b ) .
Thompson th e n  d is c u s s e s  two p o s s ib le  o b je c t io n s  t o  h e r  a n a ly s i s  o f 
NRs, th e  f i r s t  s u g g e s tin g  t h a t  a l l  NRs r e p r e s e n t  an  i n t e r p o la t e d  comment of. 
th e  s p e a k e r 's ^ n d th ib  she d o e s ’riot acco u n t f o r ;  and th e  second  c h a lle n g in g  h e r  
i d e n t i c a l  so u rce  f o r  Rs and NRs. Thompson c o u n te r s  th e  f i r s t  o f  th e s e  
o b je c t io n s  by c la im in g  t h a t  " i t  i s  no t c o r r e c t  to  a s s ig n  th e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  
f o r  th e  t r u t h  o f  e v e ry  NR to  th e  sp e ak e r  o f  th e  se n te n c e  i n  which i t  o c c u rs"
(p . 8 6 ) . A se n te n c e  l i k e  (90) i s  am biguous betw een  s p e a k e r - a s s e r t io n  and 
m a t r i x - s u b j e c t - a s s e r t i o n :
90 . H aro ld  sa y s  t h a t  h i s  g i r l f r i e n d ,  who i s  a  l i t t l e  b i t  c ra z y , 
w ants t o  go to  H anoi.
The NR i s  am biguous betw een :
9 0 ’ . . . .  who H aro ld  a s s e r t s  i s  a  l i t t l e  b i t  c ra z y  . . .
9 0 ' ' .  . . .  who I  a s s e r t  i s  a  l i t t l e  b i t  c ra z y  . . .
N o tice  f i r s t  t h a t  i t  i s  a lw ays th e  c a se  t h a t  th e  NR r e p r e s e n t s  a sp e ec h - 
a c t  made by th e  s u b je c t  o f  a  s e n te n c e  h ig h e r  th a n  th e  m a tr ix  o f  th e  NR, 
i . e .  n o rm a lly  an e x p l i c i t  o r  i m p l i c i t  p e r fo r m a tiv e ;( a n d  t h i s  p e r fo rm a tiv e  
i s  n o t n e c e s s a r i ly  d e c l a r a t i v e :  i t  may be p ro m isso ry , m o n ito ry , m odalized  
e t c . ) .  S eco n d ly , n o t ic e  t h a t  Thompson s t i l l  p ro v id e s  no acco u n t f o r  th e s e  
f a c t s  (w hich we have a lr e a d y  n o ted  i n  c o n n e c tio n  w ith  s e n te n c e  (8 3 a ) ) :  h e r  
rem arks se rv e  t o  r e f i n e  them  r a t h e r  th a n  d ism is s  them .
The second  o b je c t io n  Thompson t r i e s  t o  d e a l  w ith  i n  te rm s  o f  s p e a k e r -  
h e a re r  a ssu m p tio n s-  We have a lr e a d y  se e n  t h a t  h e r  ap p ro ach  i s  d e f i c i e n t  
s in c e  i t  c o m p le te ly  ig n o re s  c o n te x t ( s e c t io n  2 .1 6 ) ,  and f a i l s  to  o b se rv e  
t h a t  Rs a re  g e n u in e ly  r e s t r i c t i v e  s e m a n t ic a lly  i n  t h a t  th e y  s p e c i f y  a sub­
s e t  o f  a  s e t .  I  c la im , t h e r e f o r e ,  t h a t  th e  ev id en ce  does no t su p p o rt 
Thom pson's ac co u n t o f  a  s in g le ,  c o n ju n c t iv e  so u rce  f o r  b o th  R and NR.
3*23 R and c l e f t
I n  s e c t io n s  1 .2  and 2 .3  above, I  d is c u s s  th e  s u p e r f i c i a l  resem b lance  
betw een  R and c l e f t ,  and s u g g e s t a d e r iv a t io n  f o r  b o th  c l e f t  and p seudo ­
c l e f t  from  sim p le  c la u s e s  by a r u le  known a s  P rom otion , which i s  t r i g g e r e d  
by Focus- However, th e  q u e s t io n  s t i l l  rem a in s : how s im i l a r  a re  th e s e  con­
s t r u c t i o n s  to  Rs? The s u g g e s t io n  has i n  f a c t  been  made t h a t  c l e f t s  and Rs 
a re  a c tu a l l y  c l o s e l y - r e l a t e d  d e r i v a t i o n a l l y .  I  want now to  examine t h i s  
problem  by d i s c u s s in g  t h a t  p ro p o s a l  a t  some l e n g th .  The p a p e r  i n  q u e s t io n  
i s  'F ocus and R e l a t i v i z a t i o n ' ,  by P a u l S c h a c h te r  (1 9 7 2 ), which has two 
d e c la re d  a im s:
(a ) To show th e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  betw een  Focus (F ) , ( a c t u a l l y  c l e f t  
s e n te n c e s  o n ly ;  he e x p l i c i t l y  ig n o re s  o th e r  ty p e s  o f  F o cu s),
and R e l a t i v i z a t i o n  ( (R) ;  a c tu a l l y  o n ly  r e s t r i c t i v e  r e l a t i v i z a t i o n ;  
he a c c e p ts  R o s s 's  and Thom pson's a c co u n t o f  th e  c o n ju n c t iv e  so u rce  
f o r  NRs, a lth o u g h  he does n o t m en tion  t h a t  th e  l a t t e r  a ls o  d e r iv e s  
Rs from  c o n ju n c t io n ) .
(b) t o  e x p lo re  th e  n a tu re  and im p l ic a t io n s  o f  t h i s  r e l a t i o n s h i p .
The p o in t  o f  p r e s e n t  c o n c e rn  i s ,  o f  c o u rs e , h i s  a c co u n t o f  th e  d e r i v a t i o n  o f  
Rs, and th e  sem an tic  im p l ic a t io n s  o f  i t .  There fo llo w s  a summary o f  S c h a c h te r 's  
p a p e r :  S e c t io n  I  exam ines th e  s i m i l a r i t i e s  betw een F and R i n  f o u r  u n r e la te d  
languages?  o f  w hich  one i s  E n g lis h . C le f t - s e n te n c e s  i n  E n g l is h  may ta k e  
e i t h e r  p ro p e r  o r  common nouns i n  th e  fo c u s s e d  p o s i t i o n :
91* I t ' s  Papa who p a y s ;
92 . I t ' s  th e  woman who c le a n s  th e  house .
He n o te s  t h a t  (9 2 ) , on  p a p e r  a t  l e a s t ,  i s  ambiguous be tw een  F and R, s in c e  
th e y  may be re s p o n s e s  to  d i f f e r e n t  q u e s t io n s :
92 . (a) Who c le a n s  th e  house?  F
(b) W ho's t h a t ?   R
The re s p o n s e s  b o th  have th e  same sequence (9 2 ), b u t a re  s t r e s s e d  d i f f e r e n t l y  
i n  sp eech :
92 . ( a ' )  I t ' s th e  woman
who c le a n s  th e  h o u se ;
( b ' )  I t ' s  th e  woman who c le a n s  th e  house .
,(An i n t e r e s t i n g  p o in t  r e l a t i n g  to  th e  e a r l i e r  d i s c u s s io n ,  o f  Thom pson's
p a p e r , i s  t h a t  i t  i s  s e n te n c e  (9 2 a ‘ ) , th e  c l e f t - s e n t e n c e ,  and no t (9 2 b 1) ,
th e  r e s t r i c t i v e  r e l a t i v e ,  w hich em bodies a p r e s u p p o s i t io n  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  
somebody who c le a n s  th e  h o u se ) .
P o in ts  o f  s i m i l a r i t y ,  how ever, a r e :
(1) B oth  ( 9 2 a ' )  and (9 2 b 1) ,  and s im i la r  p a i r s ,  draw  upon th e  i d e n t i c a l
s to r e  o f  r e l a t i v e  p ro n o u n s: who(m), w hich, t h a t ,  w hose: and have
s im i la r  d e l e t a b i l i t y .
(2) B oth fo llo w  th e  com plex NP c o n s t r a in t  (Ross 19&7) a lth o u g h  th e r e  
a re  exam ples t h a t  ap p e ar to  b re a k  i t .
D if fe r e n c e s  a r e :
(1) F , b u t  n o t R, can  have a p ro p e r  N p re c e d in g  th e  r e l a t i v e  p ronoun .
( 2 ) R, b u t  n o t F, may have a n o n - s p e c i f ic  head , e . g .  I t ' s  som eth ing  
I  a te  (w hich can  o n ly  be R ) .
S c h a c h te r  th e n  f in d s  " e q u a l ly  s t r i k i n g  resem b lan ces"  I n  th r e e  o th e r  la n g u a g e s , 
a l l  u n r e la te d ,  nam ely Akan, Hausa and I lo n g g o . A l l  o f  th e s e  have c o n s t r u c t io n s  
s im i la r  to  E n g l is h  c l e f t s  and r e s t r i c t i v e s  w hich a ls o  depend on sh a re d  o r  
s im i la r  r u l e s .
S e c t io n  I I  exam ines th e  n a tu re  o f  t h i s  deep r e l a t i o n s h i p  be tw een  F and 
R. He f in d s  c o u n te r -e v id e n c e  to  th e  h y p o th e s is  t h a t  e i t h e r  one d e r iv e s  from  
th e  o th e r ,  and c o n s id e r s  t h a t  t h i s  le a v e s  o n ly  one p o s s i b i l i t y :  t h a t  b o th  
sh a re  some d i s t i n g u i s h in g  p ro p e r ty .  To t h i s  end , he n o te s  t h a t  b o th  F and R
have p r e v io u s ly  b een  ta k e n  to  be embedded c o n s t r u c t io n s .  However, i n  th e  
c a se  o f  F, e v id e n c e  c o n tr a ry  to  t h i s  s u p p o s i t io n  i s  p ro v id e d  by c l e f t s  
c o n ta in in g  r e f l e x i v e s ,  e . g .
93• (a) John  was w o rr ie d  abou t h im s e lf .
/  \  3E(b) H im self was w o rr ie d  ab o u t John .
(c) John t o ld  Mary n o t t o  w orry  abou t h im s e lf .
(d) I t  was h im s e lf  t h a t  John was w o rr ie d  a b o u t.
(e) I t  was a b o u t h im se lf , t h a t  John was w o rr ie d .
where th e  o c c u rre n c e  o f  a  r e f l e x iv e  form  in  (d) and (e ) su g g e s ts  t h a t  th e  
NPs, a t  an  e a r l i e r  s ta g e  o f  d e r iv a t io n ,  ap p e ar i n  a s im p lex  s t r u c t u r e .  To 
r e c o n c i le  t h i s  w ith  a  s u r f a c e  s t r u c tu r e  which c o n ta in s  two s u b je c t  NPs and 
two p a r t l y  in d e p e n d e n t a u x i l i a r y  c o n s t i tu e n t s ,  S c h a c h te r  p u ts  fo rw ard  a 
" prom otion" a n a ly s i s  o f  th e  c o n s tru c tio n ,,  whereby th e  s im p lex  s t r u c tu r e  
u n d e r ly in g  (93a) i s  embedded i n  a s t r u c tu r e  c o n ta in in g  1 i t  BB A  1. 
R e f le x iv iz a t io n  ta k e s  p la c e  i n  th e  s im p lex  s t r u c t u r e ,  and  th e n  th e  fo c u s s e d  
e lem en t i s  "p rom oted1’ to  f i l l  th e  dummy p o s i t i o n  1 ’ , and th e  r e s t  o f
th e  s im p lex  i s  e x tra p o s e d :
93- ( f )  i t  ( t h a t  John  was w o rr ie d  ab o u t John) was A -
rr.......► (g) i t  ( th a t  John  was w o rr ie d  abou t h im s e lf )  was A -
PROM. ^  ^  ^  jQkft was •w orried (a b o u t) )  was (a b o u t)  h im s e lf .
bXTRAP03 ^ ( ^ ^  (ab o u t)  h im s e lf  t h a t  John  was w o rr ie d  (a b o u t) .
T h is  p ro c e s s  seems to  sq u a re  w ith  th e  i n t u i t i o n  t h a t  c l e f t i n g  i s  a way o f 
r a i s i n g  an  ite m  f o r  em p h asis . However, th e  m a tr ix  s t r u c t u r e :
93 . ( j )
S
p r e s  be P red
seems v e ry  d i f f i c u l t  t o  j u s t i f y  a s  r e p r e s e n t in g  some s o r t  o f  deep s t r u c tu r e ,  
g iv e n  t h a t  s e n te n c e s  such  a s  (93d, e) a re  synonymous w ith  th e  s im p lex :
93* (k) John  was w o rr ie d  ab o u t h im se lf
w ith  em phatic  s t r e s s  on h im s e lf ,  and a ls o  t h a t  th e  e q u iv a le n t  s t r u c tu r e s  i n  
Akan, Hausa and I lo n g g o  a re  s im p lex e s , w ith  th e  fo c u s s in g  in d ic a te d  by 
s p e c ia l  m arkers r a t h e r  th a n  a s u p e ro rd in a te  se n te n c e  s t r u c t u r e .  T h is  s u g g e s ts ,
1 A' 0
t h e r e f o r e ,  t h a t  th e  i t  wag p a r t  o f  (93d) and (93®) i s  s u p e r f i c i a l ,  and t h a t  
th e  c l e f t i n g  p ro c e s s  i n  E n g lis h  i s  a s p e c ia l  v a r i e t y  o f  T o p ic a l iz a t io n ,  c f .  
s e c t io n s  2*31 and 2 .3 2  above, showing t h a t  ite m s  a re  T o p ic a l iz e d  o r  Y-moved, 
depend ing  on t h e i r  s t r e s s  ( i b i d . ) :
93* ( l )  H im se lf ,1 John  was w o rrie d  a b o u t.
(m) About h im s e lf ,  John  was w o rr ie d ,
though  ( l ,  m) seem to  la c k  th e  p r e s u p p o s i t io n  component o f  (d , e ) and  ( k ) .
However, t h i s  does n o t a f f e c t  th e  su sp e c t n a tu re  o f  th e  p rom o tion  a n a ly s i s .
Some sp e a k e rs  e v id e n t ly  f in d  (931> m) u n a c c e p ta b le . For o th e r s ,  in c lu d in g  
m y se lf, th e y  a re  p e r f e c t l y  a c c e p ta b le ,  (m) p e rh a p s  s l i g h t l y  more so th a n  
( l ) .  B oth  r e q u i r e  a  c o n te x t  w hich, f o r  exam ple, l i s t s  J o h n 's  v a ry in g  
a t t i t u d e s  to  v a r io u s  p e o p le , e . g .
93* (n) H is ‘m other, John  depended on. His ' f a t h e r ,  he view ed w ith
s u s p ic io n .  On 'M ary, h i s  s i s t e r ,  he d o te d .
was w o rr ie d  a b o u t .)
John  was w o rr ie d , r
( 1 i n d ic a te s  c o n t r a s t iv e  s t r e s s :  (93n) t h e r e f o r e  i l l u s t r a t e s  Y-movement 
r a t h e r  th a n  T o p ic a l i z a t io n ) .
S c h a c te r  a ls o  a t te m p ts  to  acco u n t f o r  R s e n te n c e s  by u s in g  a p rom o tion  
p ro c e s s .  The u s u a l  t re a tm e n t  i s  th ro u g h  embedding by way o f  a  "m a tch in g ”
c o n d i t io n  o f  NP c o re fe re n c e .  S c h a c h te r  adduces e v id e n c e , how ever, w hich
seems to  c a s t  doubt on t h i s  a n a ly s i s :
(1) From id io m s . The se n te n c e
94* (a ) The headway which we made was s a t i s f a c t o r y  
by th e  m atch ing  a n a ly s i s ,  c a l l s  f o r  a  m a tr ix :
(b) SThe headway was s a t i s f a c t o r y .
The m atch ing  a n a ly s i s ,  th e n , would d e r iv e  (94a ) from  a  g ram m atica l sequence 
embedded i n  an  ung ram m atica l sequence .
(2) From p ro n o m in a l r e f e r e n c e . The s e n te n c e s  (95a, b) show t h a t  p ronom ina l 
r e f e r e n c e  i s  n o rm a lly  "fo rw ard" and "downw ard":
95- (a )  John, th in k s  t h a t  Mary has an  u n fa v o u ra b le  o p in io n  o f  h im ,.
t  \  35(b) He^ th in k s  t h a t  Mary has an  u n fa v o u ra b le  o p in io n  o f Johan . 
S e n te n c e s  (95c, d ) , how ever, show t h a t  w ith  c e r t a i n  R seq u en ces  th e  r e v e r s e  
i s  th e  c a s e :
95. (c) The o p in io n  o f  hiiru which Johan th in k s  Mary has i s  u n fa v o u ra b le ,
(d) ^The o p in io n  o f  John^ which he^ th in k s  Mary has i s  u n fa v o u ra b le .
( Him' s e l f ,  John 
1 About h im 's e l f ,
The m atch ing  a n a ly s i s  must a p p a re n tly  d e r iv e  (95c) i n  such  a way t h a t  th e  
f u l l  NP n e i t h e r  p re c e d e s  n o r commands th e  p ro n o m in a l!ze d  NP, w hich ru n s  
c o n tr a ry  t o  th e  norm al g e n e r a l i z a t io n s  abou t p ro n o m in a liz a t io n . S c h a c h te r 's  
s o lu t io n  t o  th e s e  d i f f i c u l t i e s  i s  to  su g g e st a  p ro m o tio n  a n a ly s i s  f o r  Rs 
a l s o ,  w hereby (94a) i s  r e p r e s e n te d  a s :
from  w hich headway i s  prom oted in to  th e  dummy p o s i t i o n ,  and th e  r e l a t i v e  
c la u s e  i s  i n  o th e r  r e s p e c ts  form ed a t  th e  same tim e  ( th o u g h  one would th in k
o rd e r  to  p re s e rv e  th e  o th e rw ise  w e ll-m o tiv a te d  id e a  o f  m a tc h in g ) . (9 5 c ) , 
s im i la r l y ,  i s  r e p r e s e n te d  a s :
94- (o)
S
s a t i s f a c t o r y
A  NP AUX ■ VPA
we p a s t  make NP
headway
t h a t  copy ing  r a t h e r  th a n  p ro m o tio n  i n to  A would be n e c e s s a ry  h e re , i n
95. (e)
th e Nom p re s be P red
Nom S u n fa v o u ra b le
P ro n o m in a liz a t io n  would a p p ly  fo rw ard  and downward a s  i t  n o rm a lly  does , 
g iv in g  an  o p in io n  o f  h im . T h is  p h ra se  i s  th e n  prom oted  in to  th e  A 
p o s i t i o n ,  w ith  th e  a t te n d a n t  changes a s  b e fo r e .
B oth  o f  th e s e  p r o b le m a t ic a l  s i t u a t i o n s  a r i s e  b ecau se  some e lem en t 
w hich ought t o  be t i e d  i n  some way to  an embedded S a p p e a rs  i n  a  m a tr ix  S.
The p ro m o tio n  a n a ly s i s ,  th e n , s o lv e s  th e  problem  by p ro v id in g  th e  n e c e s s a ry  
r e l a t i o n s h ip s  i n  th e  embedded S, and th e n  r a i s in g  th e  ite m  i n  q u e s t io n  to  
th e  m a tr ix  S . R a is in g  o p e ra t io n s  a re  w e ll-docum en ted , p a r t i c u l a r l y  i n  
g e n e ra t iv e  se m a n tic s  (se e  P o s ta l  1974, and Ch. IV  b e lo w ), b u t th e r e  rem ain: 
some prob lem s w ith  t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  p ro p o s a l .  However, i t  sho u ld  f i r s t  be 
m en tioned  t h a t  a l l e g e d  c o u n te r-e x a m p le s , such  a s  th o s e  S c h a c h te r  adduces 
to  th e  m atch ing  a n a ly s i s ,  can  l e g i t im a te ly  be d e a l t  w ith  i n  o th e r  w ays. The 
Neogram m arians p ro p o sed  fo u r  s t r a t e g i e s  f o r  c o u n te r in g  a p p a re n t e x c e p tio n s  
to  t h e i r  " e x c e p t io n le s s ” r u l e s :
(a) Deny t h a t  th e r e  i s  i n  f a c t  a r e l a t i o n s h ip  be tw een  th e  e x c e p tio n  
and th e  r e g u la r  forms*
(b) Agree t h a t  th e r e  i s  a  r e l a t i o n s h ip ,  b u t s u g g e s t  t h a t  i t  i s  a 
d i f f e r e n t  one from  t h a t  h an d led  by th e  r u l e .
(c )  A ccept th e  i r r e g u l a r i t y ,  b u t e x p la in  i t  a s  r e s u l t i n g  from  a 
r e g u l a r i t y  a t  a n o th e r  l e v e l .
(d) I f  a l l  e l s e  f a i l s ,  r e v i s e  th e  r u le .
S c h a c h te r 1s s o lu t io n  i s  i n  f a c t  (d) ,  b u t he p ro b a b ly  has n o t e x p lo re d  th e  
o th e r  s t r a t e g i e s .  W ith a p p a re n t c o u n te r-e x a m p le s  l i k e  (9 4 a ) , i t  c o u ld  be . 
su g g e s te d  t h a t  id iom s do no t c o n s t i t u t e  v a l i d  c o u n te r-e x a m p le s  t o  r u l e s  
d e v is e d  f o r  n on -id iom  e x p re s s io n s ,  s in c e  th e y  d i f f e r  from  r e g u la r  p h ra s e s  
i n  many ways and t h e r e f o r e  p resum ably  r e q u i r e  s p e c i a l  t r e a tm e n t  anyway.
T h is  would be s t r a t e g y  ( a ) .  S c h a c h te r ’s exam ple L (43a)] (The p o r t r a i t  o f  
h im s e lf  t h a t  John  p a in te d  i s  e x tre m e ly  f l a t t e r i n g ) i s ,  l i k e  (9 5 c ) , one o f  
a  s e r i e s  o f  c o u n te r-e x a m p le s  to  th e  g e n e ra l  r u l e s  o f  p ro n o m in a liz a t io n , as  
d is c u s s e d  above. I n  p la c in g  th e s e  exam ples to g e th e r ,  S c h a c h te r  i s  presum ­
a b ly  assum ing t h a t  r e f l e x i v i z a t i o n  and p ro n o m in a liz a t io n  a re  c lo s e l y -  
a s s o c ia te d  r u l e s ,  and p e rh a p s  even  com plem entary a s p e c ts  o f  a s in g le  r u l e .  
However, P a u l P o s t a l  (1971: c h s . 2, 10, 16) a rg u e s  -  c o n v in c in g ly  to  my 
mind -  t h a t  th e y  a re  s e p a ra te  r u l e s ,  s e p a r a te ly  o rd e re d , and t h a t  w h ile  
r e f l e x i v i z a t i o n  i s  c y c l i c a l ,  p ro n o m in a liz a t io n  i s  n o t .  He a ls o  c la im s  (p*17) 
t h a t  th e  l a t t e r  "m ust a p p a re n tly  fo llo w  e v e ry  o th e r  t r a n s f o r m a t io n a l  r u l e  i n  
E n g l is h  w hich e f f e c t s  th e  r e o r d e r in g  o f nom inal c o n s t i t u e n t s " .  The se n te n c e s  
(95c) and S c h a c h te r ’s  [ (4 3 a ) ]  c o n ta in ,  i n  P o s t a l ’ s te rm s , " p ic tu re -n o u n
n o m in a liz a tio n s "  (su c h  a s  s to r y ,  o p in io n , p i c t u r e ,  c a r i c a t u r e ,  jjo.ke e t c , )  
and he d e a ls  w ith  th e  l a t t e r ,  a t  l e a s t ,  by p o s tu l a t i n g  a s p e c i a l  r u le  o f  
l a t e  r e f l e x i v i z a t i o n  (1 9 7 1 :1 8 5 -9 1 ), th e  d e t a i l s  o f  w hich need n o t c o n c e rn  
us h e re .  However, we m ight n o te  t h a t  t h i s  i s  s t r a t e g y  (b) f o r  h a n d lin g  
c o u n te r-e x a m p le s . George L ak o ff m en tions (1 9 6 8 :6 -7 ) exam ples s im i la r  to  
(9 5 c ) , w hich seem to  show t h a t  p ro n o m in a liz a t io n  can  o p e ra te  backw ards o u t 
o f  an  embedded c la u s e  when th e  p ro n o m in a lise d  e lem en t i n  th e  main c la u s e  
i s  n o t th e  s u b je c t :
96 . (a) Mary gave hinu a d o l l a r  b e fo re  Sam^ c o u ld  r e f u s e .
/  \  3£(b) She^ gave Sam a  d o l l a r  b e fo re  Mary^ c o u ld  change h e r  m ind.
L ak o ff r e l a t e s  t h i s  and many o th e r  f a c t s  abou t p r o n o m in a liz a t io n  to  h i s  
h y p o th e s is  ab o u t " o u tp u t1' c o n d it io n s "  ( a ls o  known a s  " s u r f a c e - s t r u c tu r e  
c o n s t r a in t s " )  a lth o u g h  n e i th e r  he no r P o s ta l  (who would p resum ably  r e l a t e  
b a c k w a rd s -o u t-o f-e m b e d d e d -c la u se  p ro n o m in a liz a t io n  t o  h i s  G -rossover P r in ­
c ip l e ,  w hich  i s  a  t r a n s f o r m a t io n a l ,  o r  d e r i v a t i o n a l ,  c o n s t r a i n t ) ,  a s  f a r  
a s  I  can  d e te rm in e , anywhere d e a l  s p e c i f i c a l l y  w ith  c o u n te r-e x a m p le s  such  
a s  ( 95c) .  T h e ir  t re a tm e n t  o f  th e  problem , anyway, would presum ably  make 
use  o f  s t r a t e g y  ( c ) ,  c o n s tr a in in g  th e  th e o ry  r a t h e r  th a n  th e  s p e c i f i c  
r u l e s  in v o lv e d .
T here i s ,  how ever, a t  l e a s t  one more s t r a t e g y ,  n o t in c lu d e d  by th e  
N eogram m arians, a s  f a r  a s  I  know, among t h e i r  b a t t e r y  o f  a rgum en ts, w hich i s
(e )  Deny th e  a c c u ra c y  o r  co m p le ten ess  o f  th e  d a ta ,  
and i t  i s  t h i s  s t r a t e g y  w hich I  w ish  to  use i n  d i s c u s s in g  S c h a c h te r 's  p ro ­
p o s a l .  F i r s t ,  we m ight n o te  t h a t  th e r e  i s  an  o b v io u s ly  r e l a t e d  v a r i a n t  o f  
(9 5 c ) , nam ely:
95 . ( f )  The o p in io n  w hich John th in k s  Mary has o f  him i s  u n fa v o u ra b le , 
w hich i s  " r e g u la r "  w ith  r e s p e c t  to  p ro n o m in a liz a t io n  and , fu r th e rm o re , i s  
p ro b a b ly  more w id e ly  a c c e p ta b le  th a n  ( 9 5 c ) . (95c) c o u ld  be d e r iv e d  from
(9 5 f ) by a r u le  r a t h e r  l i k e  P ie d  P ip in g , which moves th e  rem a in d e r o f  a 
c o n s t i tu e n t  a lo n g  to  r e j o i n  p a r t  o f  i t  which has been  moved o u t .  We a ls o  
n o te  t h a t  com plex NPs c o n ta in in g  a  P rep  P h rase  g e n e r a l ly  seem to  a c t  
s i m i l a r l y :
97. (a) The c h a r te r e d  a c c o u n ta n t s a id  t h a t  M abel had had a rox^ w ith
him.
(b) The row t h a t  th e  c h a r te r e d  a c c o u n ta n t s a id  t h a t  M abel had had 
w ith  him was o v e r h e r  c h a r te r e d  a c c o u n t.
(c) The row w ith  him t h a t  th e  c h a r te r e d  a c c o u n ta n t s a id  t h a t  M abel 
had had was o v e r  h e r  c h a r te r e d  a c c o u n t .
98. (a) F r e n e l l i  knew th e  Mob had made a t h r e a t  on h i s  l i f e .
(b) The t h r e a t  w hich F r e n e l l i  knew th e  Mob had made on h i s  l i f e  
d i d n ' t  s c a re  him a b i t .
(c) The t h r e a t  on h i s  l i f e  w hich F r e n e l l i  knew th e  Mob had made 
d i d n ' t  s c a re  him a b i t .
However, c e r t a i n  e le m en ts  a p p e a r  to  i n h i b i t  th e  r a i s i n g  o f  th e  P rep  p h ra se  
som ew hat:
99* ?The f u l l - n e l s o n  on him w hich th e  w r e s t l e r  s a id  th e  nun had p u t 
r a t h e r  ru in e d  h i s  m o ra le .
100. (a) ??The rug  from  under h i s  a s s i s t a n t  w hich th e  m ag ic ia n  p u l le d
was made i n  Birmingham .
(b u t (b) The ru g  un d er h i s  a s s i s t a n t  which th e  m ag ic ia n  tra n s fo rm e d
was made i n  B irm ingham ).
100. (a) ^The b a l l  a c ro s s  th e  s t r e e t  which th e  u rc h in s  k ick e d  went
u n d er a  l o r r y .
(b u t (b) The b a l l  a c ro s s  th e  s t r e e t  which th e  u r c h in s  p u r lo in e d
b e lo n g ed  to  l i t t l e  W ullie  S m ith ) .
I  m ere ly  n o te  h e re  t h a t  th e  i n h i b i t i o n  seems to  be sem an tic  r a t h e r  th a n  
s y n ta c t i c  i n  n a tu r e ,  and a p p e a rs  t o  o c c u r i n  th e  v i c i n i t y  o f  Lt A c t iv i ty ]
( in c lu d i  ng [+ M otio n ] ) v e rb s  *
F in a l ly ,  we m ust c h a lle n g e , I  t h in k ,  S c h a c h te r 's  a t t r i b u t i o n s  o f  
g ra m m a tic a l i ty  i n  some c a s e s  (p e rh ap s  d i a l e c t a l  d i f f e r e n c e s  a c co u n t f o r  
t h i s ) .  Thus (95d) seems t o  me m a rg in a lly  a c c e p ta b le ,  w ith  th e  s t r e s s  
a p p r o p r ia t e ly  red u c e d  on he (and on th e  q u e s t io n  o f  s t r e s s - r e d u c t i o n  v . - a - v .  
p ro n o m in a liz a t io n , see L ak o ff 1968b :1 0 -3 4 ), and seems t o  me c o m p le te ly  
a c c e p ta b le  w ith  th e  p ro p e r  noun r e p la c e d  by a d e f i n i t e  common noun;
102. The v iew  o f  th e  p la y e rs^  w hich th e y \ t h in k  t h e  p u b l ic  has i s
a  f l a t t e r i n g  one.
and i n  th e  r i g h t  c o n te x ts  i s  f u l l y  a c c e p ta b le  even  w ith  a p ro p e r  noun:
103* The image o f  Barenboim , w hich he^ w ants th e  p u b l ic  t o  have i s
d e d ic a te d ,  v ig o ro u s  and f i e r y .
Thus i t  a p p e a rs  t h a t  th e  p ro m o tio n  a n a ly s i s  f o r  R r e l a t i v e  c la u s e s  i s  
no t p a r t i c u l a r l y  w e ll-m o tiv a te d , e le g a n t  though  i t  i s ,  and in d e e d  S c h a c h te r  
h im s e lf  r a i s e s  p rob lem s t h a t  th e  a n a ly s i s  canno t han d le  (and w hich -  th o u g h  
he does n o t m en tio n  i t  -  th e  t r a d i t i o n a l  m atch ing  a n a ly s i s  f o r  th e  m ost p a r t  
can  h a n d le )  i n  th e  n ex t s e c t io n  o f  h i s  p a p e r:
(A) There a re  lan g u a g e s  which form  r e l a t i v e  c la u s e s  w ith o u t an  a n te ­
ce d en t by embedding one se n te n c e  i n  a n o th e r  i n  th e  p la c e  w hich th e  
a n te c e d e n t  would occupy i f  i t  were i n  a s im ple  s e n te n c e . The '’head1 
h as  a  r e l a t i v e  m arker a t ta c h e d  to  i t ,  e . g .  Bambara
IO4 . (a )  t ya K be n ye so min ye dyo
man th e  PROG. [ I  PERF. house REL. see] b u i ld
'The man i s  b u i ld in g  th e  house t h a t  I  saw 1 ( i . e .  't h e  I -h a v in g -  
seen  h o u s e ' )  (p.  22) .
I t  i s ,  o f  c o u rs e , t r u e  t h a t  th e  m atch ing  o p e ra t io n  a p p ro p r ia te  f o r  E n g lis h  
w i l l  no t d e a l  w ith  t h i s  s i t u a t i o n  a d e q u a te ly , b u t a f a i r l y  b a n a l s o lu t io n  
to  th e  Bambara f a c t s  would seem to  be a m atching  r a t h e r  th a n  a p ro m o tio n  
a n a ly s i s .  S c h a c h te r  im p l ie s  t h a t  (2 ) i s  th e  o n ly  p o s s ib le  m atch ing  a n a ly s i s  
f o r  Bambara :
(1) F or E n g l is h : on th e  i d e n t i t y  c o n d i t io n  be tw een  N  ^ (m a trix )  and
( c o n s t i t u e n t )  b e in g  met ( -  m a tc h in g ), move th e  c o n s t i tu e n t  S t o  a
p o s i t i o n  im m ed ia te ly  fo llo w in g  D e le te  N^ and add th e  a p p ro p ­
r i a t e  r e l a t i v e  p ronoun  a t  th e  b e g in n in g  o f  th e  c o n s t i tu e n t  c la u s e ,
(2) F o r Bam bara; 011 th e  i d e n t i t y  c o n d i t io n  be tw een  (m a tr ix )  and N^
( c o n s t i t u e n t )  b e in g  met ( -  m a tc h in g ), move th e  c o n s t i tu e n t  S to  a
p o s i t i o n  im m ed ia te ly  a d ja c e n t  to  N^. D e le te  N^ and add th e  r e l a t i v e
marker, t o  N .
As S c h a c te r  sa y s , t h i s  a n a ly s i s  r e q u i r e s  t h e o r e t i c a l  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  f o r  d e l e t ­
in g  th e  h ig h e r  r a t h e r  th a n  th e  low er e lem ent o f  a  bound p a i r  (N^ and N^ ) •
A t h i r d  a n a ly s i s  i s  p o s s ib le ,  however, f i t t i n g  th e  Bambara f a c t s ,  g iv e n  a 
G S-type grammar a s  d ev e lo p ed  i n  Ch. IV :
(3) S in c e  an  Argument node may be f i l l e d  by a R o le , by S, o r  by 
R o leAS, th e  "O b jec t"  Argument may be d ev e lo p ed  a s  S ( th u s  
e x p re s s in g  S c h a c h te r* s  d e s c r ip t i o n  o f  an  S embedded where th e  
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S in c e  Bambara i s  e v id e n t ly  an  SOV lan g u ag e , lo w - le v e l  r u le s  
w i l l  move th e  P red  node to  th e  r ig h tm o s t  p o s i t i o n  i n  th e  
im m ed ia te ly -d o m in a tin g  S. (104a) i s ,  I  s u g g e s t ,  a  d e r iv e d  
t r e e  r e s u l t i n g  from  a r u le  which r e p la c e s  an  Argument s u b tre e  
w ith  a n  S c o n ta in in g  t h a t  s u b tr e e .  T h is  w ould a p p e a r  to  be a 
k in d  o f  m atch ing  a n a ly s i s ,  t h e r e f o r e .
(B) Some e x te n s io n s  o f  th e  id iom s p re v io u s ly  u sed  to  j u s t i f y  th e  
p ro m o tio n  a n a ly s i s ,  now p ro v id e  d i f f i c u l t i e s  f o r  i t :
105- (a) We made s a t i s f a c t o r y  headway.
(b) S h e ' s  keep in g  c a r e f u l  t r a c k  o f h e r  e x p e n se s .
Such Ss a s  (105a, b ) by a lm o st a l l  a c c o u n ts  would be d e r iv e d  v ia :
105- ( a 1) ??We made headway t h a t  was s a t i s f a c t o r y .
( b 1) s S h e 's  keep in g  t r a c k  which i s  c a r e f u l  o f  h e r  expenses- 
and b o th  th e  p ro m o tio n  and th e  m atch ing  a n a ly s e s  would assum e u n d e r ly in g  
t h e s e :
/ \ 3?105* ( a 1' )  The headway was s a t i s f a c t o r y .
( b M ) ^The t r a c k  was c a r e f u l .
S c h a c h te r 1s s u g g e s t io n  i s  t h a t  th e  a d je c t iv e s  m o d ify in g  id iom s sh o u ld  be  
d i r e c t l y  g e n e ra te d  i n  a t t r i b u t i v e  p o s i t io n ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  i n  th e  case  o f  
keep c l o s e / c a r e f u l  e t c .  t r a c k  o f , where th e  number o f  p o s s ib le  a d je c t iv e s  
i s  l im i te d .  C le a r ly ,  i f  th e s e  e x p re s s io n s  can  be t r e a t e d  a s  s p e c i a l  f o r  
one p u rp o se , th e y  can  be t r e a t e d  l ik e w is e  f o r  o th e r  p u rp o se s . S c h a c h te r 1s 
s u g g e s t io n  f o r  d e a l in g  w ith  m o d if ie d  id iom s th e r e f o r e  v i t i a t e s  th e  fo rc e  
o f  id iom s a s  c o u n te r-e x a m p le s  to  th e  m atching  a n a ly s i s .
(C) I f  th e  embedded S c o n ta in s  a  tw o - (o r  more) p la c e  p r e d ic a te ,  
th e n  any N i n  i t  can  be prom oted:
106. (a )  The e a r l  gave a p e a r l  to  a  g i r l .
(b) The e a r l  who gave a  p e a r l  to  a g i r l  (was E n g l i s h ) .
(c )  The p e a r l  t h a t  th e  e a r l  gave to  a  g i r l  (was E n g l is h ) .
(d) The g i r l  t h a t  th e  e a r l  gave a p e a r l  to  (was E n g l i s h ) .
The problem  f o r  th e  p ro m o tio n  a n a ly s i s  -  and i t  i s  a  c r u c i a l  one -  i s  t h a t  
th e  u n d e r ly in g  r e p r e s e n ta t i o n s  o f  (106a -  d) a re  i d e n t i c a l :  (106a -  d) 
sh o u ld , t h e r e f o r e ,  be synonymous. The f a c t  t h a t  th e y  a re  not s u g g e s ts  
e i t h e r  t h a t  th e  p ro m o tio n  a n a ly s i s  i s  wrong, o r  t h a t  l i n g u i s t i c  th e o r y  i s  
w rong. S c h a c h te r  o p ts  f o r  th e  second p o s s i b i l i t y ,  n o t in g  t h a t  t h e  problem  
c o n c e rn s  n o t fo c u s  and p r e s u p p o s i t io n ,  i n  th e  sen se  o f  Chomsky 1970, b u t 
b a s ic  c a t e g o r i a l  r e l a t i o n s h i p s .  He su g g e s ts  t h a t  sem an tic  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n
i  7
sh o u ld  be c y c l i c  (w hich seems to  su g g e s t t h a t  S c h a c h te r  i s  a c ry p to -  
i n t e r p r e t i v i s t ) ,  so t h a t  " se m a n tic  re le v a n c e  i s  a s c r ib e d  to  a l e v e l  o f 
s y n ta c t ic  s t r u c tu r e "  (p . 27) .  One m ight n o t ic e ,  how ever, t h a t  t h e r e  i s  no 
p roblem  a t  a l l  h e re  f o r  th e  m atch ing  a n a ly s i s .
(D) S e l e c t io n a l  r e s t r i c t i o n s  pose a  problem  o f  a  s im i la r  k in d , i n  
t h a t  p ro m o tio n  from  a  s t r u c tu r e  such a s  t h a t  u n d e r ly in g  (106a) 
m ust ta k e  p la c e  b e fo re  s e l e c t i o n a l  r e s t r i c t i o n s  f o r  th e  m a tr ix  
S can  be s p e c i f ie d :
106. (e )  The e a r l  who gave a p e a r l  to  a g i r l  was v i r i l e .
/ \ -Hi( f )  The g i r l  who th e  e a r l  gave a > p e a r l  to  was v i r i l e .
S c h a c h te r  p ro p o se s  a s im i la r  s o lu t io n  f o r  t h i s  p roblem  to  t h a t  
p ro p o sed  i n  (c) above, so t h a t  s e l e c t i o n a l  r e s t r i c t i o n s  m ight 
be c h a r a c te r iz e d  c y c l i c a l l y .  A gain, n o te  t h a t  th e r e  i s  no 
p rob lem  h e re  a t  a l l  f o r  th e  m atch ing  a n a ly s i s .
S c h a c h te r 's  f i n a l  s e c t i o n  i n v e s t i g a t e s  to  some e x te n t  th e  e x p la n a to ry  power 
o f  th e  p ro m o tio n  a n a ly s i s .  S in ce  he w ants to  make i t  co v e r two d i f f e r e n t  
( th o u g h  s im i la r  i n  some s u p e r f i c i a l  r e s p e c ts )  o p e r a t io n s ,  a sem an tic  c o r r e ­
l a t e  f o r  th e  s y n ta c t i c  p ro p o s a l  would p ro v id e  a c e r t a i n  amount o f  j u s t i f i c ­
a t i o n .  B oth  F and R e x p re s s  p r e s u p p o s i t io n s  ( in  Chom sky's s e n s e ) ,  tho u g h  
th e  l a t t e r  o n ly  when th e  head NP i s  a  " r e f e r r in g "  p h ra s e :
107. (a) I 'm  lo o k in g  f o r  a man w ho 's q u ic k e r  on  th e  draw th a n  W yatt
E a rp .
(b) Some man i s  q u ic k e r  on th e  draw th a n  W yatt E a rp .
(107a) p re su p p o se s  (107b) o n ly  when th e  r e l a t i v e  c la u s e  i s  an  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  
o f  th e  head NP. I f  th e  ' r e l a t i v e ,  however, m ere ly  s p e c i f i e s  a  d e s id e ra tu m , 
th e n  (107a) does n o t p resu p p o se  (1 0 7 b ) : a  man w ith  such  q u a l i f i c a t i o n s  may 
n o t i n  f a c t  e x i s t .  P r e s u p p o s i t io n ,  th e r e f o r e ,  i s  e v id e n t ly  no t a  n e c e s s a ry  
p r o p e r ty  o f  Rs, and th u s  canno t p ro v id e  any sem an tic  c o r r e l a t i o n  f o r  t h e i r  
p u ta t iv e  s y n ta c t i c  r e l a t i o n s h i p  w ith  F s .
S c h a c h te r  th e n  i n v e s t i g a t e s ,  however, th e  n o t io n  t h a t  b o th  Fs and Rs 
s e p a ra te  o u t " fo re g ro u n d e d "  and "backgrounded" in fo rm a t io n . T h is  i s  c l e a r l y  
th e  b a s ic  f u n c t io n  o f  F s; c a n  Rs, however, be fo rc e d  in to  th e  same mould? 
S c h a c h te r  s u g g e s ts  t h a t  th e  f u n c t io n  o f  th e  r e l a t i v e  c la u s e  i s  to  make an  
u n l im ite d  number o f  s e n te n c e s  i n to  nouns, o r  n o u n - lik e  e x p re s s io n s ,  by 
d iv id in g  th e  u n d e r ly in g  s e n t e n t i a l  m a te r ia l  in to  two p a r t s ,  a  head and an  
a t t r i b u t e .  I t  i s  t h i s  d i v i s i o n  which S c h a c h te r  c la im s  i s  an  in s ta n c e  o f  
fo re g ro u n d in g : i n  b o th  c a s e s , he sa y s , th e  se n te n c e  i s  d iv id e d  in to  a more
p ro m in en t and a l e s s  p ro m in en t p a r t .  1 must adm it I  f in d  t h i s  id e a  s in g u ­
l a r l y  hazy , and a s  an  e x p la n a to ry  d e v ic e  q u i te  u n re v e a l in g . The n o t io n  o f  
" fo re g ro u n d in g " , a s  S c h a c h te r  d e s c r ib e s  i t ,  ought to  b e , g iv e n  h i s  c la im s  
f o r  i t ,  a b a s ic  sem an tic  e le m e n t. I n  f a c t ,  th e  te rm s  he u se s  r e v e a l  t h a t  
i f  a n y th in g  i t  i s  an  o r g a n iz a t io n a l  d ev ic e  f o r  th e  deploym ent o f  s y n ta c t ic  
fo rm s; b u t abou t th e  u n d e r ly in g  sem an tic  m o tiv a t io n  f o r  th e  o p e ra t io n , he 
a c tu a l l y  makes no s u b s t a n t i a l  s u g g e s t io n  a t  a l l .  Now one would hope t h a t
h i s  o r g a n iz a t io n a l  h y p o th e s is  co u ld  be r e l a t e d  to  what i s  known ab o u t th e
o r g a n iz a t io n  o f  d is c o u r s e :  b o th , a f t e r  a l l ,  c o n cern  th e  a rran g em en t and 
em phasis o f  in fo rm a t io n . A s h o r t  (and somewhat P in te r e s q u e )  d ia lo g u e  m ight 
i l l u s t r a t e  t h i s :
108. A: Did many p e o p le  come and view  th e  house?
B: We had s e v e r a l  o v e r  a  few  d ay s .
( l )  One man came y e s te rd a y  though  ^  bought i t  im m ed ia te ly ,
( I I ) A: So th e  man who came y e s te rd a y  bought i t ?  I ' d  have th o u g h t
th e  f i r s t  one a lo n g  would have sn a p p e d d it up .
( I l l )  B: No. I t  was th e  man who came y e s te rd a y  who bought i t .
N o tice  t h a t  (109) i s  u n g ram m atica l, i . e .  c anno t be c o n te x tu a l iz e d :
35109* The man who i t  was who c a l l e d  y e s te rd a y  bought i t ,  
w hich i s  t o  say  t h a t  a  R can  be embedded i n  a  F, b u t n o t v ic e r-v e rsa .
What may a t  f i r s t  s ig h t  a p p e a r  t o  be a c o u n te r-e x a m p le  to  t h i s  e s ta t e -  
ment i n  f a c t  t u r n s  o u t no t t o  b e :
110. (a )  ?The man who i t  was who re a d  t o  me was Joe 
(assum ing t h a t  t h i s  i s  i n  f a c t  g ra m m a tic a l) . N o tice  t h a t  i f  t h i s  was 
r e a l l y  a c l e f t  embedded i n  a r e l a t i v e ,  i t s  so u rce  would be th e  s t r u c tu r e s  
u n d e r ly in g  (110b, c ) :
110. (b) The man was Jo e .
(c )  I t  was Joe who re a d  to  me.
But th e  a n te c e d e n t  f o r  th e  r e l a t i v e  c la u s e  i n  (110a) i s  n o t th e  c o r e f e r e n t  
( J o e ) b u t  a n o th e r  noun (man).  The se n te n c e s  w ith  Joe i n  a n te c e d e n t p o s i t i o n  
a re  even  more d u b io u s:
110. (d) ??The man was Joe who i t  was XJ'ho re a d  to  me.
/ \ 35(e) Joe who i t  was who re a d  to  me was th e  man.
I  s h a l l  be a rg u in g  s u b se q u e n tly  (n ex t s e c t io n )  t h a t  c e r t a i n  ty p e s  o f  se n te n c e  
w hich s u p e r f i c i a l l y  resem b le  r e l a t i v e  c la u s e s  a re  i n  f a c t  ty p e s  o f  fo c u sse d  
c o n s t r u c t io n .  (110a) r e p r e s e n t s  one such s e n te n e e - ty p e . (108) seems to  
su g g e s t a  h i e r a r c h i c a l  r e l a t i o n s h ip  among c o n jo in e d  (o r  s e q u e n t ia l )  s e n te n c e s ,
r e l a t i v e  s e n te n c e s  and c l e f t  s e n te n c e s , i n  th e  o rd e r  ( i ) ,  ( I I ) ,  ( i l l ) ,  a s  
in d ic a te d  above. I  sh o u ld  n o t have th o u g h t t h a t  t h i s  a p p a re n t f a c t  p ro v id e d  
ev id en ce  one way o r  a n o th e r  f o r  S c h a c h te r1s p ro m o tio n  h y p o th e s is ,  how ever.
To m en tio n  some o f  my u n c e r t a i n t i e s  abou t S c h a c h te r 's  a n a ly s i s  o f  Rs, 
t h e r e f o r e :
( i )  He a p p e a rs  t o  assume t h a t  a l l  a n te c e d e n ts  a re  d e f i n i t e ,  and t h a t  
a l l  r e l a t i v e  c la u s e s  a re  i n d e f i n i t e  ( f o r  work w hich exam ines o th e r  
p o s s ib le  p e rm u ta tio n s , see T a g l ic h t  1 972 ).
( i i )  Not a l l  embedded NPs can i n  f a c t  be p rom oted:
111. The p h i lo s o p h e rs  who th e  G reeks were were I n t e r e s t e d  
i n  th e  w orld  around them .
35112. The house which Mary was i n t e r e s t e d  to  lo o k  o v e r Jo h n ’s ,
( i i i )  The d i f f i c u l t i e s  f o r  th e  m atch ing  a n a ly s i s  w hich S c h a c h te r  makes
much o f  a re  p ro b a b ly  c a se s  where d e r i v a t i o n a l  c o n s t r a in t s  ( e . g .  
C ro sso v e r)  have been  v io la te d ,  o r w hich would be h an d led  i n  a 
s e p a r a te  (id iom ) grammar (w hich he needs anyway f o r  m o d if ie d  id io m s ) . 
The d i f f i c u l t i e s  f o r  th e  p rom o tion  a n a ly s i s ,  how ever, a re  o f  a  much 
more i n t r a c t a b l e  n a tu r e ,  s in c e  th e y  in v o lv e  th e  b a s ic  sem an tic  
c o n s t i tu e n c y  o f  th e  lan g u ag e , i . e .  h i s  a n a ly s i s  f a l s e l y  p r e d i c t s  
a m b ig u ity  I n  some s e n te n c e s , and m ish a n d le s  sem an tic  c o m p a ta b i l i ty  
i n  o th e r s .
I  t h e r e f o r e  p ro p o se  to  t r e a t  Rs a s  embedded c o n s t r u c t io n s  (a s  i s  t r a d i t i o n a l ) ,  
and .Fs a s  d e r iv e d  from  sim ple Ss under m o tiv a t io n  from  th e  su rro u n d in g  d i s ­
c o u rs e .
3 .2 4  R and pseudo-R
T here a re  a  number o f  c o n s t r u c t io n s  s im i la r  to  r e l a t i v e s  I n  s u p e r f i c i a l  
form  ( c f .  s e c t i o n  1 . 2 ) ,  a l l  o f  them , a s  f a r  a s  I  am aw are, ty p e s  o f  "F ocus11 
c o n s t r u c t io n .  I  have a lr e a d y  exam ined i n  some d e t a i l  S c h a c h te r  1972, which 
a tte m p ts ,  I  t h in k  u n s u c c e s s fu l ly ,  to  draw a p a r a l l e l  be tw een  c l e f t  and R 
s e n te n c e s .  I  have a ls o  d is c u s s e d  Kuroda 1969a, b u t n o t on t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  
t o p ic ,  s in c e  he does no t a c tu a l l y  b r in g  up th e  q u e s t io n  o f  f o c u s - c o n s t r u c t io n s .  
However, some o f  h i s  exam ples o f ty p e s  o f  r e l a t i v e - c l a u s e  a re  i n  f a c t  pseudo-, 
c l e f t  c o n s t r u c t io n s ,  so c l e a r l y  th e  two s t r u c tu r e s  a re  e a sy  to  c o n fu se . I  
s h a l l  a l s o  want to  e x te n d  my d is c u s s io n  o f  p s e u d o - c le f t s  t o  a  v a r i a n t  form  
w hich i s  even  more r e l a t i v e - c l a u s e - l i k e ,  and w hich, a s  f a r  as  I  know, has 
n o t been  c l a s s i f i e d  w ith  p s e u d o - c le f t s  i n  p re v io u s  work. I  have a lr e a d y  
r e f e r r e d  to  t h i s  a s  p s e u d o - r e la t i v e ; I  s h a l l  h e n c e fo r th  c a l l  i t  pseudo-R ,
s in c e  th e r e  a re  no N R -like s t r u c tu r e s *
Kuroda, i n  com paring th e  b e h a v io u r  o f  r e l a t i v e s  and i n te r r o g a t i v e s ,  
u se s  th e  fo llo w in g  exam ples:
113* (a) What l a y  on th e  t a b l e  was th e  i s s u e .
Ilk *  (a) What la y  on th e  t a b l e  was th e  t i s s u e .
(113a) i s  s im p ly  a  form  o f  i n d i r e c t  q u e s t io n , a s  th e  v a r i a n t s  ( I 13b -e )  show, 
and need n o t d e ta i n  u s : ‘
113 - ( b )  W b a t l a y  o n  t h e  t a b l e  w a s
T is s u e  1
(c) The -j q u e s tio n V  was what la y  on th e  t a b l e .
(jeroblem  J
( d )  T h e y  t o  k n o w ^  w h a t  l a y  o n  t h e  t a b l e >
(e) ’'What la y  on th e  ta b le ? "  was h i s  f i r s t  q u e s t io n .
(114a ) , ,  how ever, i s  q u i te  d i f f e r e n t :  t i s s u e  canno t a llo w  th e  same p o s s i b i l ­
i t i e s  a s  i s s u e , and Kuroda says  t h a t  what h e re  i s  a n  " in d e p e n d e n t r e l a t i v e
pronoun, s in c e  i t  a p p a re n tly  la c k s  an  a n te c e d e n t" .  He l a t e r  s e t s  up r u le s  
d e r iv in g  whafc i n  (114a) from  t h a t  w h ich , g iv in g  a s  th e  "base  form " o f  ( 114a ) : 
I I 4 . (b) THAT Pro (Wh + SOME Pro la y  on th e  t a b l e )  was th e  t i s s u e .
An im m ediate p o in t  t h a t  a r i s e s  co n c ern s  th e  p ra g m a tic s  o f  r e l a t i v e  fo rm a tio n : 
1 have m en tioned  th ro u g h o u t th e  fo re g o in g  d i s c u s s io n  th e  " i d e n t i t y  c o n d it io n "  
on W h -re la tiv e  movement, and s t r e s s e d  t h a t  i t  means i d e n t i t y  o f  r e f e r e n c e  a s  
w e ll  a s  o f  f o r m . , Yet t h i s  c o n d it io n  i s  s u re ly  somewhat te n u o u s ly  ad h ered  
to  i n  (114b ) .
However, l e t  us lo o k  a t  some v a r i a n t s  o f  (114a ) :
I I 4 , (c) The t i s s u e  was what la y  on th e  t a b l e .
(d) I t  was th e  t i s s u e  t h a t  la y  on th e  t a b l e .
(134a) i s ,  o f  c o u rs e , th e  c o rre sp o n d in g  c le f t - s e n t e n c e ,  which i s  u s u a l ly  
ta k e n  t o  be an e x t r a p o s i t i o n  from  a s t r u c tu r e  l i k e :
I I 4 . (e )  I t  ( t h a t  la y  on th e  t a b l e )  was th e  t i s s u e .
I f  we r e p la c e  i t  i n  ( l l 4 e )  w ith  Wh-, we have a p o s s ib le  a l t e r n a t i v e  d e r i ­
v a t io n  to  K uroda’ s (and in d ee d  th e  u s u a l  d e r i v a t i o n ) .  However, a s  we saw 
i n  s e c t io n s  2 .3 1  and 2 .3 2 , t h e r e  i s  a  w e ll-m o tiv a te d  d e r i v a t i o n  f o r  such  
Ss w hich r e g a rd s  p a r t  o f  an  u n d e r ly in g  sim ple  S a s  prom oted un d er Focus 
(a  d is c o u r s e  c o n d i t io n ) .  Thus, u n d e rly in g  (114a) would be a t r e e  ro u g h ly  
o f  th e  fo rm :
1 IT 
t
114- ( f )
P red Arg Arg
LAY Neut Loc
ON t a b l eissu e




Neut' Pred Arg t i s s u e
LAY Loc
'N eu t w hich la y  on t a b l e  BE t i s s u e ON t a b l e
1Neut (N eu t) 1 by lo w - le v e l  r u le  becomes w h a t. ( l l4 g )  w ith  e x t r a p o s i t io n  
o f  SQ becomes th e  c l e f t - s e n t e n c e  ( l l 4 d ) .
I  am no t so much concerned  w ith  (114a) and i t s  d e r iv a t io n ,  how ever, a s  
w ith  a n o th e r  o f  i t s  synonyms. ( l l 4 a) does no t make a  v e ry  common ty p e  o f  
r e l a t i v e  c la u s e  -  in d e e d , a s  we have seen , i t  i s  u n l ik e ly  to  be a  r e l a t i v e  
c la u s e  a t  a l l .  I t s  v a r i a n t ,  however, i s  fo rm a lly  v e ry  much l i k e  a r e l a t i v e ,  
and in d e e d  th e r e  may be no c le a r  d i s t i n c t i o n  betw een  th e  c o n s tr u c t io n s ,  
a lth o u g h  m ost c a s e s  a re  c l e a r l y  dem arcab le . T h is  i s  th e  pseudo-R  ( th e  te rm  
was in d e p e n d e n tly  c o in e d  by S to c k w e ll e t  a l . ,  o o . c i t :A21. though  th e y  use 
i t  o f  g e n e r ic  r e l a t i v e s  and w h -c la u se s  i n  c l e f t s  e t c . ) :
114-. (h) The th in g  t h a t  l a y  on th e  t a b l e  was th e  t i s s u e .
( i )  The m a te r ia l  t h a t  la y  on th e  t a b l e  was t h e  t i s s u e .  .
( j )  The s t u f f  t h a t  la y  on th e  t a b l e  was th e  t i s s u e .
We can  add some more se n te n c e s  o f  th e  same ty p e :
115. (a) The k n ife  w hich she wore a t  h e r  s id e  was a d a g g e r.
(b) The th in g  w hich annoyed him most was h e r  s lo v e n l in e s s .
(c) The who had h e lp e d  him th e  most was o ld  Mr. Mole s t r a n g l e r .
(d) The s h ip  on w hich he r e c e iv e d  h i s  b a s ic  t r a i n i n g  was a  f o u r -  
m a s te r .
(e) The book w hich she was c lu tc h in g  to  h e r  ample bosom was 
Fanny H i l l .
( f )  The p r o f e s s io n  i n  which he q u ic k ly  found an  open ing  was 
d e n t i s t r y .
(g) The th in g  w hich r e a l l y  makes me see  r e d  i s  p eo p le  who p u sh .
(h) The p o in t  w hich X want you to  n o t ic e  i s  th e  g e n e ra l  n a tu re  
o f  th e  a n te c e d e n ts .
We may im m ed ia te ly  o b se rv e  t h a t  a p a r t  from  th e  v a r i a t i o n  w ith  i n i t i a l  w h a t, 
who,^  inhere , e t c . ,  i^hich g iv e s  u s  th e  p s e u d o - c le f t , a l l  o f  th e s e  se n te n c e s  
a re  (a) c l e f t a b l e  and (b) e x p re s s ib le  a s  sim ple s e n te n c e s ,  w ith o u t change 
o f  m eaning (th o u g h  fo cu s  may d i f f e r ,  which means, o f  c o u rs e , a  change i n  
d i s c o u r s e - f u n c t io n ) . We have a lr e a d y  seen  ( l l 4 h) i n  i t s  c l e f t  form : b o th  
( l l 4 i )  and ( I I 4 j )  c l e f t  i n to  th e  same form  ( l l 4d ) , w ith o u t change o f  m eaning. 
Some c l e f t s  from  (115a -  h) a r e :
116. (a) I t  was a d ag g er which she' wore a t  h e r  s id e .
(b) I t  was h e r  s lo v e n l in e s s  which annoyed him m ost.
(c) I t  was o ld  Mr. M o le s tra n g le r  who had h e lp e d  him th e  m ost.
(d) I t  was a fo u r -m a s te r  which he r e c e iv e d  h i s  b a s ic  t r a i n i n g  on.
(e) I t  was Fanny H i l l  w hich she was c lu tc h in g  to  h e r  ample bosom.
Sim ple s e n te n c e s  w hich c o rre sp o n d  to  ( l l ^ h  -  j ,  115, 116) a r e :
117. (a) The t i s s u e  la y  on th e  t a b l e .
(b) She wore a  dagger a t  h e r  s id e .
(c )  Her s lo v e n l in e s s  annoyed him m ost.
(d) Old Mr. M o le s tra n g le r  had h e lp e d  him th e  m ost,
(e) He r e c e iv e d  h i s  b a s ic  t r a i n i n g  on a f o u r - m a s te r .
( f )  She was c lu tc h in g  Fanny H i l l  to  h e r  ample bosom.
I f  we compare th e s e  se n te n c e s  w ith  t r u e  r e l a t i v e - c l a u s e  s e n te n c e s , we f in d  
t h a t  b o th  o f  th e s e  p a ra p h ra s e s  a re  im p o s s ib le :
 ^ A ctually, rarely with who in i t ia l ly .  Sometimes who in  f in a l  clause  
p o sitio n  i s  p ossib le:
(a) The managing d irector was who I went to see
but more commonly The man/person who, ( i . e .  pseudo-R) or the c le f t -  
construction i s  preferred. There are some archaic uses with in i t i a l  
who, however:
(b) Who s te a ls  my purse s te a ls  trash,
where modern English would use Anyone who. . . ,  or Whoever. . .
118. (a) The Grand M aste r who f i n a l l y  won th e  to u rn am en t p la y e d  a 
su p e rb  endgame.
(b) ^ I t  (was) p la y e d  a su p erb  endgame who f i n a l l y  won th e  to u rn a m e n t,
(e) S (P lay ed ) a  su p e rb  endgame f i n a l l y  won th e  to u rn a m en t.
(d) The a c to r  who had once been  a barrow -boy  p la y e d  th e  p a r t  o f  
Hamlet lo u d ly .
/  \  35(e) I t  p la y e d  th e  p a r t  o f  Hamlet lo u d ly  who had once b een  a  b a rro w - 
boy.
( f )  3cThe p a r t  o f  Hamlet lo u d ly  had once been  a  b arrow -boy .
I t  m ight be th o u g h t t h a t  th e  s i t u a t i o n  i n  (116) -  (117) i s  a f u n c t io n  o f  th e  
m a tr ix  s t r u c tu r e  NP^-BE-NP^. However, t h i s  i s  n o t i n  f a c t  th e  c a s e j  tho u g h




35? I t  was an  u g ly  baby who was v o te d  M iss U n ited  D a i r ie s  1973*
35? An u g ly  baby was v o te d  M iss U n ited  D a i r i e s  1973*
The w a i te r  who s e rv e d  us was a scream ,
35I t  was a scream  who se rv e d  u s .
XA scream  se rv e d  u s ,
The g ran d  p ia n o  she was p la y in g  was an a n t iq u e .
I t  was an  a n tiq u e  she was p la y in g .
She was p la y in g  an  a n t iq u e .







s in c e  w hat happens h e re  i s  no t u n g ra m m a tic a lity  b u t l o s s  o f  m eaning. I n  f a c t  
p r e c i s e l y  th e  same t h in g  happens i n  th e  s e n te n c e s  ( l l 4h -  i ,  115a -  h) when 
o th e r  NP^s a re  s u b s t i t u t e d  i n  th e  m a tr ix  S s :
120. (a) The k n ife  w hich she wore a t  h e r  s id e  was a  b e a u ty .
(b) ? I t  was a b e a u ty  she wore a t  h e r  s i d e .
(c) ?She wore a b e a u ty  a t  h e r  s id e .
(d) The s h ip  on w hich he r e c e iv e d  h i s  b a s ic  t r a i n i n g  was a g r e a t
a t t r a c t i o n .
\  35(e )?  I t  was a  g r e a t  a t t r a c t i o n  he re c e iv e d  h i s  b a s ic  t r a i n i n g  on.
( f ) ? SHe r e c e iv e d  h i s  b a s ic  t r a i n i n g  on a  g r e a t  a t t r a c t i o n ,  
and t h i s  becomes s t i l l  more e v id e n t  w ith  d i f f e r e n t  p r e d i c a t e s :
. ( t h i n g  "1
121. (a) The s m a t e r i a l )1 t h a t  l a y  on th e  t a b l e  was b r ig h t  r e d .
[^ s tu ff  J
(b) ? I t  was b r ig h t  r e d  t h a t  la y  on th e  t a b l e .
(c) ^ B r ig h t  r e d  l a y  on th e  t a b l e .
(d) The book w hich she was c lu tc h in g  to  h e r  ample bosom was 
b e g in n in g  t o  w i l t .
(e )  ? I t  was b e g in n in g  to  w i l t  t h a t  she was c lu tc h in g  t o  h e r
ample bosom.
/  \( f )  She was c lu tc h in g  b e g in n in g  to  w i l t  t o  h e r  ample bosont.
The e x p la n a t io n  f o r  th e s e  s tr a n g e  f a c t s  i s ,  I  th in k ,  a sem a n tic  one . C onside r 
th e  a p p a re n t m a tr ic e s  o f  ( l l 4 h  -  j ,  115 a -  h ) .
122. f t h i n g
122. (a) The < m a te r i a l  f  was th e  t i s s u e .
( j s tu f f  J
(b) The k n ife  was a  d ag g e r.
(c) ?The th in g  was h e r  s lo v e n l in e s s .
(d) The man was o ld  Mr. M o le s t ra n g le r .
(e) The s h ip  was a fo u r -m a s te r .
(f) The book was Fanny H il l .
(g) The p r o f e s s io n  was d e n t i s t r y .
(h) ?The th in g  i s  peo p le  who push .
( i )  ?The p o in t  i s  th e  g e n e ra l  n a tu re  o f  th e  a n te c e d e n ts .
I n  a l l  c a s e s , th e  i n  th e  f u l l  pseudo-R  can  be a n a p h o ric  o r  c a ta p h o r ic .  I n  
(1 2 2 c), (h) and ( i ) ,  a t  l e a s t ,  th e  s o - c a l le d  m a tr ix - s e n te n e e  i s  a c tu a l l y  
o f  dub io u s g ra m m a tic a l i ty . However, th e  p o in t  I  w ish  t o  make i s  t h a t  i n  
each  c a s e , th e  f i r s t  IIP i s  a  more g e n e ra l  te rm  w hich in c lu d e s  th e  second
NP: t i s s u e  i s  a  s o r t  o f  m a te r i a l  o r , more g e n e r a l ly ,  s t u f f ,  o r  m ost g e n e r­
a l l y  i t  i s  a p h y s ic a l  o b je c t ;  a d ag g e r i s  a  k in d  o f  k n i f e ;  a fo u r - m a s te r  i s  
a ty p e  o f  ship.';, s lo v e n l in e s s  and peo p le  who push  a re  s t a t e  and  e v e n t e n t i t i e s .  
To say  t h a t  one HP i s  a more g e n e ra l  te rm  w hich in c lu d e s  a n o th e r  NP i s  to  say  
t h a t  th e  f i r s t  NP i s  a  s u p e ro rd in a te  te rm  o r  a hyponym, o r ,  i n  te rm s  o f  o u r 
th e o ry ,  t h a t  i t  r e p r e s e n t s  a node w hich dom ina tes th e  second  NP. Thus, l i k e  
th e  i t  o f  th e  c l e f t - s e n t e n c e ,  o r  th e  what o f  th e  p s e u d o - c le f t ,  i t  s e rv e s  
m ere ly  t o  occupy th e  p la c e  i n  s t r u c tu r e  from  w hich th e  fo c u s s e d  e lem en t has 
moved. A r e l a t e d  p o in t  i s  t h a t  d e f i n i t i o n s  a re  o f te n  couched i n  t h i s  con­
s t r u c t i o n :
123. (a) An e n c lo s u re  i n  w hich sheep  a re  k e p t i s  a pen .
(b) A p h y s ic ia n  who t r e a t s  t e e t h  i s  a d e n t i s t .
(c) A t a r a n t u l a  i s  a  b ig  p o iso n o u s s p id e r  l i v i n g  i n  M e d ite rra n e a n  
c o u n t r i e s .
(d) A rhomb i s  an  o b liq u e  e q u i l a t e r a l  f o u r - s id e d  r e c t i l i n e a l  
f ig u r e  whose o p p o s ite  s id e s  a re  p a r a l l e l .
(123c) and (d) a re  ta k e n  from  B ie rw isc h  and K ie fe r  1969, a  s tu d y  o f  d e f i n i ­
t i o n s  and g e n e r ic  e x p re s s io n s .  They a re  i n v e r t s  o f  th e  form  o f  (123a) and
(b ) , b u t n o n e th e le s s  e q u iv a le n t ;  th e y  a re  a ls o  much more com plex, each  
a d je c t iv e  r e p r e s e n t in g ,  I n  such  a d e f in in g  c o n te x t ,  a  r e s t r i c t i v e  r e l a t i v e .
We m ight a ls o  n o te , i n  common w ith  o th e r  g e n e r ic s ,  t h a t  d e f i n i t i o n s  may be 
e x p re s s e d  i n  a  number o f  ways, in c lu d in g  IF/THEN:
123. (e) I f  a  f ig u r e  i s  o b l iq u e , e q u i l a t e r a l ,  f o u r - s id e d ,  r e c t i l i n e a l  
and has  p a r a l l e l  o p p o s ite  s id e s ,  th e n  i t  i s  a rhomb.
The r e l a t i o n s h i p s  betw een  th e  v a r io u s  ty p e s  o f  s e n te n c e  shown i n  (123a -  e) 
and d is c u s s e d  i n  B ie rw isc h  and K ie fe r  a re  c l e a r l y  v e ry  com plex s e m a n t ic a l ly ,  
and t h e i r  i n v e s t i g a t io n  c o u ld  w e l l  th row  new l i g h t  on th e  e x p la n a t io n  o f 
r e s t r i c t i v e  r e l a t i v e s  o f  a l l  k in d s , b u t t h i s  i s  to o  la r g e  an  u n d e r ta k in g  to  
p u rsu e  h e re .
Pseudo-R , th e n , i s  a ty p e  o f  fo c u sse d  c o n s t r u c t io n ,  e q u iv a le n t  to  th e  
p s e u d o - c le f t  i n  a l l  s i g n i f i c a n t  ways, a s  f a r  a s  I  can  see  ( i . e .  I  am c la im in g  
t h a t  i t  i s  m ere ly  a s t y l i s t i c  v a r i a n t  o f  p s e u d o - c le f t ,  and in d ee d  A km ajian 
1970 -  see  s e c t io n  1 .2  above -  a c tu a l l y  ta k e s  a pseudo-R  as  ah  exam ple o f 
p s e u d o - c l e f t ) .  However, pseudo-R  i s  on th e  o th e r  hand c l e a r l y  v e ry  s im i la r  
t o  Rs i n  form , th o u g h  a s  we have se en  Rs do not have th e  same r e l a t i o n s h ip  
a s  p seudo-R s to  t r u e  fo c u s s e d  c o n s tr u c t io n s  (su ch  a s  c l e f t s )  nor to  sim ple  
S s . Any ac co u n t se ek in g  t o  d e r iv e  Rs from  fo c u s s e d  c o n s t r u c t io n s ,  o r  a t  
l e a s t  to  r e l a t e  them , must be su re  t h a t  i t  i s  no t i n  f a c t  u s in g  pseudo-R s 
f o r  d a ta ,  b e a r in g  i n  mind t h a t  th e  " a n te c e d e n t"  i n  a  pseudo-R  can  be any 
noun w hich i s  hyponymic to  th e  p r e d ic a te  NP o f  th e  " m a t r ix " ; I t  I s  no t 
c o n fin e d  to  " s e m a n tic a l ly  empty" nouns such  a s  t h i n g , p e rs o n  o r  o n e . T h is  
s e rv e s  t o  d im in is h  th e  d i s t i n c t i o n  betw een pseudo-R  and t r u e  R even  more.
3•25 F u r th e r  ev id e n c e  f o r  r e l a t i v e  so u rc e s  
3*251 Opening rem arks
I n  Ch. I I  and th e  p re c e d in g  s e c t io n s  o f  Ch. I l l  we have exam ined a 
l a r g e  number o f  s y n ta c t ic  v a r i e t i e s :  NRs and s e v e r a l  d i s t i n c t  s e n se s  o f  R, 
b o th  w ith  d e f i n i t e  and w ith  i n d e f i n i t e  a n te c e d e n ts , c l e f t s ,  p s e u d o - c le f t s ,  
pseudo-R s- The x-rhole t e n o r  o f  o u r d i s c u s s io n  seems to  p o in t  to  t h i s  con­
c lu s io n :  t h a t  f o r  Rs, some s o r t  o f embedding so u rc e  i s  c o r r e c t ,  w h ile  f o r  
NRs, a  c o n ju n c t io n  a n a ly s i s  o f  some k in d  i s  j u s t i f i e d .  I n  a d d i t io n ,  b o th  
a re  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  in f lu e n c e d  by c o n te x tu a l  f a c t o r s ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  fo c u s , 
c o n t r a s t ,  and im p l ic a t io n .  VJe have se en  t h i s  c o n te x tu a l  in f lu e n c e  a s  i t
a p p l i e s  t o  Rs (and  a ls o  to  fo c u s s e d  c o n s t r u c t i o n s ) ; I  w i l l  d ev o te  p a r t  o f  
t h i s  s e c t io n  t o  exam in ing  c o n te x tu a l  a s p e c ts  o f  NRs.
F u rth e rm o re , I  a ls o  want t o  a rg u e  -  c h ie f ly  u s in g  ev id en ce  from  l e x i c a l -  
i z a t i o n  -  t h a t  th e  em bedding u n d e r ly in g  Rs i s  an  em bedding o f  sem an tic  e l e ­
m ents r a t h e r  th a n  c a t e g o r i a l  o n es , i . e .  t h a t  th e  so u rc e  f o r  Rs o c c u rs  a t  an  
e a r ly  s ta g e  i n  th e  d e r iv a t io n ,  w hereas t h a t  f o r  NRs o c c u rs  l a t e .  I n  g e n e ra l ,  
th o u g h , I sh o u ld  make th e  p o in t  t h a t  c le a r c u t  argum en ts f o r  a sem an tic  r a t h e r  
th a n  a s y n ta c t i c  base  (o r  v ic e - v e r s a ) a re  v e ry  d i f f i c u l t  to  f in d  (th o u g h  I 
s h a l l  be d i s c u s s in g  some i n  Ch. I ? ) . Such argum en ts u s u a l ly  depend on 
p u t a t iv e ,  p o t e n t i a l  o r  p r o je c te d  p s y c h o l in g u is t ic  e v id e n c e , o r  on such  
argum en ts a s  m odel s im p l ic i t y .  Genuine l i n g u i s t i c  a rgum en ts f o r  one p o s i t i o n  
o r  th e  o th e r  a re  u s u a l ly  in d e te r ih ih a te  o r  am biguous, o r  u l t im a te ly  th e y  
depend e n t i r e l y  upon th e  a ssu m p tio n s , f a i t h ,  b e l i e f s  and  hopes o f  th e  l i n g u i s t .  
Thus i n  th e  d e b a te  betw een  th e  i n t e r p r e t i v i s t s  and th e  g e n e ra t iv e  s e m a n t ic is t s  
(se e  Ch. V I), some o f  th e  p a r t i c i p a n t s  have been  a rg u in g  from  d e e p ly -e n tre n c h e d  
p o s i t i o n s  o f  f a i t h  r a t h e r  th a n  re a s o n .
3*252 NRs. synonymy and c o n te x tu a l  m o d if ic a t io n
I  s h a l l  be exam in ing  th e  se m a n tic s  and d e r i v a t i o n  o f  NRs i n  g re a te r  
d e t a i l  i n  Ch. V. For th e  p r e s e n t ,  I  want m ere ly  to  in d ic a te  some c o n te x tu a l  
d a ta  o f  r e le v a n c e  to  th e  b e h a v io u r  o f  NRs. C o n sid e r th e  fo llo w in g  s e t s  o f 
Ss and S -se q u e n c e s :
124* (a) A d rian  f f i t c h - f f i t c h ,  who i s  th e  m anaging d i r e c t o r 's  nephew,
was a llo w ed  a tw o -h o u r te a - b r e a k ;
(b) Adrian f f i t c h - f f i t c h  was allowed a two-hour tea-break, being
the managing d irecto r 's  nephew;
(c) Adrian f f i t c h - f f i t c h  i s  the managing d irecto r 's  nephew, and
he was allowed a two-hour tea-break;
(d) Adrian f f i t c h - f f i t c h  was allowed a two-hour tea-break. He
i s  the managing d irecto r 's  nephew;
(e) Because he i s  the managing d irecto r 's  nephew, Adrian f f i t c h -  
f f i t c h  was allowed a two-hour tea-break;
( f )  A d rian  f f i t c h - f f i t c h  i s  th e  m anaging d i r e c t o r 's  nephew. He
was t h e r e f o r e  a llo w ed  a tw o -h o u r t e a - b r e a k .
125- (a) A d rian  f f i t c h - f f i t c h ,  who i s  th e  m anaging d i r e c t o r 's  nephew,
was n o t a llo w ed  a tw o -h o u r te a - b r e a k ;
(b) A d rian  f f i t c h - f f i t c h  was not a llo w e d  a tw o -h o u r te a - b r e a k ,
d e s p i te  b e in g  th e  m anaging d i r e c t o r 's  nephew;
(c) A d rian  f f i t c h - f f i t c h  i s  th e  m anaging d i r e c t o r 's  nephew,
and he was no t a llo w ed  a  tw o-hou r t e a - b r e a k ;
(d) A d rian  f f i t c h - f f i t c h  x^as n o t a llo w e d  a tw o -h o u r te a - b r e a k .
He i s  th e  m anaging d i r e c t o r 's  nephew;
(e) A lthough  he i s  th e  managing d i r e c t o r 's  nephew, A d rian  f f i t c h -  
f f i t h h  was not a llo w ed  a tw o-hou r t e a - b r e a k ;
( f )  A d rian  f f i t c h - f f i t c h  i s  th e  m anaging d i r e c t o r 's  nephew.
N e v e r th e le s s , he was no t a llo w ed  a  tw o -h o u r t e a - b r e a k .
Many o f  th e  s e n te n c e s  i n  (124) and (125) a re  p o t e n t i a l l y  am biguous- N ever­
t h e l e s s ,  i t  seems c le a r  t h a t  a l l  th e  s e n te n c e s  o f  each  s e t  sh a re  a t  l e a s t  
one sen se  i n  w hich th e y  a re  synonymous- The s t a t u s  o f  synonymy i n  g e n e ra t iv e  
grammar has been  r a i s e d  to  a  p o s i t i o n  o f  in c r e a s in g  c e n t r a l i t y  and im p o rtan ce  
w ith  th e  developm ent o f  sem an tic  c o n s id e r a t io n s  i n  grammar. I n  1955, Chomsky 
re g a rd e d  synonymy a s  " th e  most dub ious p a r t  o f  sem an tic  th e o ry "  (p . I4 2 ) ,  
and any a p p e a l t o  i t ,  s p e c i f i c a l l y  i n  d e te rm in in g  phonemic d i s t i n c t n e s s ,  b u t
a ls o  e lse w h e re  i n  a  grammar (p . 150) , a s  " i r r e l e v a n t " ,  a  "dangerous bypass"
and " q u ite  b e s id e  th e  p o in t" ,  (p . 1 4 9 -5 0 ), C le a r ly ,  how ever, th e  p a i r s  
(com m utation) t e s t  i n  phonemic th e o ry  i s  b a sed  no t on synonymy, bu t h e t e r -  
onomy (th o u g h  Chomsky a s s e r t s  (p . 14-2) t h a t  " to  know d i f f e r e n c e  i n  m eaning 
i s  to  know synonymy"; I  am n o t su re  t h a t  t h i s  i s  l o g i c a l l y  e n t a i l e d ) . I  
sh o u ld  say , n e v e r th e le s s ,  t h a t  i n  th e  c e n t r a l  argum ent w hich Chomsky was 
making i n  t h i s  e a r ly  a r t i c l e ,  namely t h a t  meaning i s  i r r e l e v a n t  to  judgem ents 
a bou t sam eness o r  d i f f e r e n c e  o f  l i n g u i s t i c  fo rm , he was o b v io u s ly  c o r r e c t .
As P a u l G arv in  p o in te d  o u t i n  th e  su b seq u en t d i s c u s s io n  (p . 153)> d i f f e r e n t  
i s o l a t e d  o c c u rre n c e s  o f  am biguous form s a re  s t i l l  am biguous f o r  th e  l i s t e n e r :  
th e y  a re  no t d i s t r i b u t e d  among th e  v a r io u s  p o s s ib le  senses*  Hor synonymy, 
on th e  o th e r  hand, I  sh o u ld  have th o u g h t i t  was a t  l e a s t  an  e m p i r ic a l ly -  
v a l id  c o n d i t io n  t h a t  th e  u t te r a n c e s  sh o u ld  be d i f f e r e n t  i n  form , s in c e  
d i f f e r e n t  o c c u rre n c e s  o f  th e  "same" form , even  in c lu d in g  th o s e  d is p la y in g  
f r e e  v a r i a t i o n ,  a re  i t  seems to  me o n ly  synonymous i n  a  t r i v i a l  and q u i te  
unhelpfiiL  s e n se . I n  a rg u in g  h i s  c a se , however, Chomsky s e v e r a l  t im e s  v o ic e s  
th e  o p in io n  t h a t  th e  n o t io n  o f  synonymy i s  f r a u g h t  w ith  u n c e r t a in ty  and 
v ag u en ess , and th e  r e a d e r  i s  l e f t  w ith  th e  c l e a r  c o n c lu s io n  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  
no p la c e  f o r  i t  i n  g ram m atica l th e o r y .
By 1957, Chomsky was p re p a re d  to  a c c e p t  th e  id e a  t h a t  synonymous s t r i n g s  
were d e r iv e d  by th e  a p p l i c a t i o n  o f  a d i f f e r e n t  s e t  o f  t r a n s fo r m a t io n s  on th e  
same k e r n e l  s e n te n c e . No fo rm a l b a s i s  i s  g iv e n  to  th e  n o t io n  o f  synonymy, 
how ever: th e  r e a d e r  i s  l e f t  t o  i n f e r  t h a t  t h i s  i s  th e  c a se  from  th e  exam ples
K atz and Fodor 1963 and Katz and P o s ta l  1964 ta k e  synonymy a s  one o f
th e  b a s ic  m eaning r e l a t i o n s  w hich a sem an tic  th e o r y  must acco u n t f o r :
"L e t S be some s e n to id ,  s p e c i f ie d  i n  te rm s o f  i t s  s e m a n t ic a lly  
i n t e r p r e t e d  P-m arked PM, and l e t  C and C1 be any two d i s t i n c t  
c o n s t i tu e n t s  o f  S . T h e n .. .
(D4 ) G and C  are synonymous on a reading with respect to PM and 
PM1 i f  and only i f  the set of readings associated  with the 
node labeled 'C 1 in  PM and the set of readings associated  
with the node labeled 'C M in  PM1 have at le a st  one member 
in  common; PM may equal PM1.
(D5) G and C1 are fu l ly  synonymous w ith respect  to  PM and PM1
i f  and o n ly  i f  th e  s e t  o f  r e a d in g s  a s s o c ia te d  w ith  th e  node 
l a b e l e d  'O ' i n  PM and th e  s e t  o f  r e a d in g s  a s s o c ia te d  w ith  
th e  node l a b e le d  1C11 i n  PM1 a re  i d e n t i c a l ;  PM may e q u a l 
PM1. "
(K atz and P o s ta l ,  o p . c i t :26  s q .)
I n  th e  im m ed ia te ly  p r e - A sp ec ts  m odel, th e s e  w r i t e r s  a re  assum ing t h a t  
s y n ta c t i c  synonymy i s  h an d led  by t r a n s fo r m a t io n s  w hich  a re  m e a n in g -p re se rv in g , 
i . e .  t h a t  a t  th e  l e v e l  where sem an tic  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  t a k e s  p la c e  -  Deep 
S t r u c tu r e  -  th e r e  i s  no s y n ta c t ic  synonymy. The above s ta te m e n ts  f o r  p a ra ­
p h ra se  and f u l l  p a ra p h ra se  a re  t h e r e f o r e  aim ed a t  l e x i c a l  synonymy. I t  
sh o u ld  be s t r e s s e d  t h a t  Katz and P o s t a l 's  i n t e r e s t  i n  synonymy h e re  i s  a s  
a sem an tic  phenomenon w hich a sem an tic  th e o ry  must a c co u n t f o r .
Chomsky 1965, however -  i n  com plete c o n t r a d ic t io n  to  th e  view s he 
e x p re s se d  t e n  y e a r s  e a r l i e r  -  seems to  r e g a rd  synonymy as  a h e u r i s t i c  d e v ic e  
f o r  d is c o v e r in g  s y n ta c t i c  r e l a te d n e s s ,  even  where no c u r r e n t l y - a v a i l a b le  
r u l e s  c o u ld  h a n d le  th e  s i t u a t i o n :
"126. (a) John  s t r i k e s  me a s  pompous -  I  r e g a r d  John a s  pompous
(b) I  l ik e d  th e  p la y  -  th e  p la y  p le a s e d  m e . . .
C le a r ly  th e r e  i s  a m eaning r e l a t i o n ,  a p p ro a c h in g  a v a r i e ty  o f  
p a ra p h ra s e , i n  th e s e  c a s e s .  I t  i s  no t e x p r e s s ib le  in  t ra n s fo rm ­
a t i o n a l  te rm s , a s  i s  p o s s ib le ,  f o r  exam ple, in  th e s e  c a s e s :
127- (a )  John  i s  e a sy  f o r  us to  p le a s e  -  i t  i s  e a sy  f o r  us t o  
p le a s e  John ;
(b) I t  was y e s te rd a y  t h a t  he came -  he came y e s te rd a y
. . .  I t  seems t h a t  beyond th e  n o tio n s  o f  s u r f a c e  s t r u c tu r e  (su ch  
a s  "g ram m atica l s u b je c t" )  and deep s t r u c tu r e  (su c h  a s  " lo g i c a l  
s u b je c t" )  th e r e  i s  some s t i l l  more a b s t r a c t  n o t io n  o f  sem an tic  
f u n c t io n  s t i l l  u n e x p la in e d ."
(Chomsky 1965:162 s q .)
I t  was* o f  c o u rs e , such  c o n s id e r a t io n s  a s  th e s e  which l e d  to  th e  developm ent 
o f  F i l l m o r e 's  Case Grammar, b u t o f s ig n i f ic a n c e  f o r  t h e  p re s e n t  d i s c u s s io n
i s  th e  f a c t  t h a t  Chomsky i s  u s in g  th e  ev idence  o f  synonymy (o r  a t  l e a s t  
near-synonym y, n o t io n s  o f  Focus no t hav in g  been  in tro d u c e d  a t  t h i s  s ta g e )  
f o r  th e  e x is te n c e  o f  l i n g u i s t i c  r e l a t i o n s h ip s .
T h is  ty p e  o f  l i n g u i s t i c  a rg u m e n ta tio n  was expanded by George L ak o ff, 
n o ta b ly  i n  h i s  (1968c) p a p e r , i n  w hich he a rg u e s  f o r  th e  deep i d e n t i t y  o f  
th e  s e n te n c e s :
128. (a )  Seymour c u t  th e  sa lam i w ith  a  k n i f e ;
(b) Seymour used  a  k n ife  to  c u t th e  s a la m i,
by d e m o n s tra tin g  t h a t  th e  s t r u c tu r e s  u n d e rly in g  them  a re  synonymous i n  
v a r io u s  d e r iv e d  fo rm s, a s  w e ll  a s  i n  th e  form s o f  (1 2 8 ). T h is  r e p r e s e n t s
a t  l e a s t  th e  b e g in n in g  o f  th e  a p o th e o s is  o f  th e  m e a n in g -p re s e rv a tio n  hypo­
t h e s i s  from  i t s  o r i g i n a l  w eaker form : " t r a n s fo rm a t io n s  do n o t a f f e c t  th e  
m ean in g -e lem en ts  and - r e l a t i o n s  o f deep s t r u c tu r e "  ( c f .  Chomsky 1 9 6 5 :132 ), 
to  i t s  s t r o n g e r  form : " s i m i l a r i t y  ( in c lu d in g  i d e n t i t y )  o f  m eaning i n  s u r ­
fa c e  s t r u c t u r e s  r e p r e s e n t s  ( f u l l  o r )  p a r t i a l  i d e n t i t y  i n  u n d e r ly in g  s t r u c tu r e  
s u p e r f i c i a l  d i f f e r e n c e s  o f  form  th e r e f o r e  r e p r e s e n t  e i t h e r  u n d e r ly in g  d i f f e r ­
e n ces  i n  m eaning o r  d e r i v a t i o n a l  d i s t i n c t i o n s  b ro u g h t abou t by p u re ly  fo rm a l 
t r a n s f o r m a t io n s " .  Or, t o  p u t i t  a n o th e r  way, s u p e r f i c i a l  Ss w hich a re  synon­
ymous must have i d e n t i c a l  sem an tic  s t r u c t u r e .
I n  h i s  (1970) a r t i c l e , r e f e r r e d  to  above i n  th e  d i s c u s s io n s  o f  Focus, 
Chomsky h im s e lf  u se s  t h i s  e x te n d e d  a p p e a l to  synonymy i n  an  a tte m p t to  
r e f u t e  th e  work o f  th e  G S - is ts .  For exam ple, he c i t e s  th e  p h ra s e s :
129* (a) J o h n 's  u n c le ;
(b) th e  p e rs o n  who I s  th e  b r o th e r  o f  J o h n 's  m other o r f a t h e r
o r  th e  husband o f  th e  s i s t e r  o f  J o h n 's  f a t h e r  o r  m o ther;
(c )  th e  p e rs o n  who i s  th e  son o f one o f J o h n 's  g ra n d p a re n ts  b u t
i s  n o t h i s  f a t h e r ,  o r  th e  husband o f  a d a u g h te r  o f  one of
Jo h n 1s g ra n d p a r e n ts .
He th e n  c la im s  t h a t  a lth o u g h  (129a -  c) must have th e  same sem an tic  r e p ­
r e s e n t a t io n ,  b e in g  p a ra p h ra s e s , th e  s e n te n c e s  Sa, Sb, Sc, o b ta in e d  by 
I n s e r t i n g  them  r e s p e c t iv e ly  i n to  th e  c o n te x t :
130. B i l l  r e a l i z e d  t h a t  th e  bank ro b b e r  was , 
a re  no t p a ra p h ra s e s ;  " i t  i s  ea sy  to  im agine c o n d it io n s  i n  w hich each  m ight 
be t r u e  and th e  o th e r  two f a l s e " ,  (p . 197 in  th e  1971 p r i n t i n g ) ;  " . . .  p e o p le  
can  p e r f e c t l y  w e ll  have c o n t r a d ic to r y  b e l i e f s ,  can  c o r r e c t l y  be s a id  to  f a i l  
to  r e a l i z e  t h a t  p  even  though  ( in  a n o th e r  se n se )  th e y  know t h a t  p , to  be 
aware t h a t  p  b u t be unaware t h a t  p  where p  and p  a re  d i f f e r e n t  e x p re s s io n s  
o f  th e  same p r o p o s i t io n ,  e t c . , "  ( i b i d . ) .  But s u r e ly  th e  " id e a l  s p e a k e r -
h e a re r"  w ould no t make su c h  m is ta k e s?  As a  f a r  from  i d e a l  s p e a k e r -h e a re r  
m y se lf , I  canno t co n ce iv e  hoxv any sp e ak e r  c o u ld  be s a id  t o  " u n d e rs ta n d " ,
"know th e  m eaning o f " ,  e t c . ,  th e  p h ra se  (1 2 9 a), and y e t  f a i l  to  r e a l i z e  . 
t h a t  i t  i s  synonymous w ith  (129b ), (though  c l e a r l y  i t s  c o n d it io n s  o f use 
would be v e ry  d i f f e r e n t ) .  I t  m igh t, o f  c o u rse , ta k e  a l i t t l e  w h ile  and a 
p e n c i l  and p a p e r  t o  work ou t th e  synonymy, b u t r e a l i z e  does no t n e c e s s i t a t e  
in s ta n ta n e o u s  com prehension . L ak o ff (1971:282 s q .)  d e a ls  w ith  t h i s  argum ent 
o f  Chom sky's q u i te  b r i e f l y .  He po in ts  o u t t h a t ,  even  a c c e p t in g  Chom sky's 
a s su m p tio n s , w hich a c t u a l l y  have been  a rg u ed  and c h a lle n g e d  i n  p h i lo s o p h ic a l  
d e b a te , i t  shows "o n ly  t h a t  t r u th - v a lu e s  o f  s e n te n c e s  depend i n  p a r t  on th e  
p a r t i c u l a r  p h o n o lo g ic a l  form  i n  w hich sem an tic  in fo rm a t io n  i s  e x p re s s e d " . 
However, i t  does no t c o n s t i t u t e  an  argum ent a g a in s t  GS o r  f o r  a th e o ry  
in c o r p o r a t in g  DS, b u t i n d ic a te s  b n ly  t h a t  th e  c o r r e l a t i o n  betw een  sem an tic  
in fo rm a t io n  and p h o n o lo g ic a l  form  must be made i n  th e  grammar. I  would add, 
m oreover, t h a t  th e  a l le g e d  f a c t s  o f  (129) -  (130) upon w hich Chom sky's a rg u ­
ment I s  b a se d  would a p p e a r  t o  have no p la c e  w h a tso ev e r  i n  a  com petence 
grammar, s in c e  th e y  a r i s e  ou t o f  m is ta k e s  o f com prehension , which a re  th e  
a n a ly t i c  c o u n te r p a r t  (and t h e r e f o r e  more u n l ik e ly  to  be a c co u n te d  f o r  i n  a 
grammar) o f :
131. (a) H aro ld  W ilson;
(b) th e  p r e s e n t  Prim e M in is te r  o f  G rea t B r i t a in ,  
a g a in  in c o r p o r a te d  in to  th e  c o n te x t  (130 ), f o r  exam ple. McCauley (1970b:
250 s q .)  p o in ts  o u t s im i la r  f a c t s  abou t p h o n o lo g ic a l  form  and t r u t h - v a l u e s  
p a r t i c u l a r l y  when synonyms a re  embedded in  opaque c o n te x ts  such  a s  know, 
b e l i e v e , t h i n k , e t c . ,  o r  below  v e rb s  such  a s  s a y . I n  th e  f i r s t  c a se , t r u t h -  
v a lu e  I s  u n a f f e c te d  by change o f  form , e .g .  by a l t e r n a t i n g  (129a) w ith  (129b) 
i n  (1 3 2 ):
132. Max knows t h a t  ------  i s  a l e c h e r .
I n  th e  second  c a se , where say  i s  fo llo w e d  by d i r e c t - s p e e c h ,  th e  t r u th - v a lu e  
i s  co n cern ed  p r e c i s e l y  w ith  th e  p h o n o lo g ic a l  form  o f  th e  d i r e c t  sp eech , and 
n o t w ith  i t s  meaning-. Thus, i f  M ax 's a c tu a l  words were " I  saw J o h n 's  u n c le " , 
th e  p r o p o s i t io n  form ed by i n s e r t i n g  (129b) i n to :
133* Max s a id ,  " I  saw ------ " ,
would be f a l s e ,  s in c e  th e  r e p r e s e n ta t i o n  o f  d i r e c t  sp eech  r e q u i r e s  f i d e l i t y  
o f  p h o n o lo g ic a l  form , n o t m eaning, ( e .g .  th e  r e f e r e n c e  o f  John  o r  u n c le  i s  
no t g u a ra n te e d ) .
The u p sh o t o f  a l l  t h i s  i s  t h a t  l i n g u i s t i c  p r a c t i c e  i n  a l l  b ra n c h e s  o f  
TG has i n c r e a s in g ly  l e g i t im iz e d  th e  d ev ic e  o f  a rg u in g  l i n g u i s t i c  r e l a t i o n s h ip
from  synonymous se q u en c e s . I n  f a c t ,  judgem ents o f  synonymy seem to  be 
c h a l le n g in g  judgem ents o f  g ra m m a tic a lity  a s  th e  m ajor h e u r i s t i c  d e v ic e  o f  
l i n g u i s t i c  r e s e a r c h .  I  t h e r e f o r e  make no f u r t h e r  ap o lo g y  i n  making use o f  
synonymy to  in d ic a te  i d e n t i t y  o f  sem an tic  s t r u c tu r e  (and  p a r t i a l  synonymy 
to  I n d ic a te  p a r t i a l  i d e n t i t y ) .
R e tu rn in g  t o  th e  s e n te n c e s  o f  (124) and (1 2 5 ), i t  seems c l e a r  t h a t  a l l  
th e  s e n te n c e s  o f  th e  fo rm er sh a re  a  sen se  i n  w hich A d r ia n 's  r e l a t i o n s h ip  
w ith  th e  m anaging d i r e c t o r  I s  re g a rd e d  a s  th e  cau se  o f  h i s  ex te n d e d  r e f r e s h ­
ment p r i v i l e g e s .  S im i la r ly ,  i n  th e  l a t t e r ,  s u r p r i s e  i s  e x p re s s e d  t h a t  t h i s  
r e l a t i o n s h i p  f a i l e d  t o  s e c u re  th o se  p r iv i l e g e s .  I n  each  c a s e , (a) i s  th e  
NR, and (c ) i s  th e  c o n ju n c t iv e  so u rce  a c c o rd in g  to  th e  Ross h y p o th e s is .
The e x is te n c e  o f  th e  fo u r  s e n te n c e s  rem a in in g  i n  ea ch  s e t ,  and o th e r s  sim ­
i l a r l y  synonymous, le a d s  one n e c e s s a r i ly  to  conc lude  e i t h e r  t h a t  th e r e  i s  
an  u n d e r ly in g  r e l a t i o n s h i p  w hich sh o u ld  be e x p re s s e d  by i d e n t i t y  o f u n d e r­
ly in g  s t r u c tu r e  (w h a tev er i t s  n a tu r e ) ,  o r  e l s e  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  no such  r e l a t i o n ­
s h ip ,  i . e .  t h a t  (b ) ,  (d ) ,  (e) and ( f )  i n  each  s e t  a re  c o in c id e n ta l l y  synon­
ymous ( i f  such  a th in g  i s  p o s s ib le  i n  any re a s o n a b le  g ram m atica l th e o r y ) ,  
o r  t h a t  th e  synonymy i s  o n ly  " p ra g m a tic a l ly  im p lie d "  e t c . ,  (and t h e r e f o r e  
o u ts id e  grammar; c f .  s e c t i o n  2 .1 7 ) .  O bv iously  i f  th e  argum ent o f  u n d e r ly in g  
r e l a t i o n s h i p  can  be j u s t i f i e d ,  t h i s  c o n s t i t u t e s  a s i g n i f i c a n t  g e n e r a l i z a t i o n  
and th e r e f o r e  le a d s  to  s i m p l i f i c a t i o n  o f  th e  grammar. N o tic e , th o u g h , t h a t  
s in c e  (d) and ( f )  a re  s e n te n c e -s e q u e n c e s , o n ly  a grammar w hich a llo w s  f o r  
d is c o u r s e  can  in c lu d e  a l l  th e  synonyms in v o lv e d .
My f i n a l  p o in t  i s  t h a t  ( a ) ,  (c) and (d ) ,  b e in g  th e  l e a s t  s p e c i f i c  a s  
to  p r o p o s i t io n a l  c o n n e c tio n , a re  th e re b y  p o t e n t i a l l y  th e  most am biguous o f 
th e  s ix  se q u en c e s . They a l l  a llo w  a t  l e a s t  one f u r t h e r  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  
w hereby th e  two p r o p o s i t io n s  r e p r e s e n t  s e p a ra te  ite m s  o f  in fo rm a t io n  w hich 
do n o t m odu la te  each  o th e r .  T h is  i s  what makes i t  p o s s ib le  t o  a rgue  t h a t
( a ) ,  (c) and (d) do n o t " r e a l ly "  b e a r  c a u s a t iv e ,  c o n c e s s iv e  o r  c o n s e q u e n t ia l  
m o d u la tio n , b u t t h a t  th e s e  a re  " p ra g m a tic a l ly  u n d e rs to o d " , and somehow sub­
j e c t i v e l y  fo rc e d  on to  th e  r e a l  m eaning. But I  c a n n o t se e  how th e  am b ig u ity  
e v in c e d  by ( a ) ,  (c )  and (d) i s  any d i f f e r e n t  from  " a c c e p ta b le "  a m b ig u ity  
such  a s  The sh o o tin g  o f  th e  h u n te r s  was t e r r i b l e . F or exam ple, does th e  
am b ig u ity  o f :
134* S e e in g  t h a t  H i t l e r  was mad, Ton S ta u f f e n b e rg  a tte m p te d  to  
b low  him up,
( i . e .  ' r e a l i s i n g  t h a t . . . '  v s . 'b e c a u s e . . . ' )  f a l l  w i th in  th e  p ro v in c e  o f 
"g ram m atica l"  am b ig u ity  o r  "p ra g m atic "  am b ig u ity ?  ( i f  th e  n o t io n  o f
"p ra g m a tic  am b ig u ity "  i s  m ere ly  a s tra w  man w hich nobody s u b s c r ib e s  to ,  
th e n  o f  c o u rse  my argum ent t h a t  th e  c a u s a t iv e ,  c o n c e s s iv e , e t c .  i n t e r p r e t ­
a t io n s  o f  ( a ) ,  (c) and (d) sh o u ld  be a c co u n ted  f o r  i n  th e  grammar r a t h e r  
th a n  i n  some p ra g m a tic  com ponent, w i l l  re c e iv e  no o b je c t io n ) .
I n  Ch. 7, how ever, I  assume t h a t  "p rag m atic "  im p l ic a t io n s  e t c .  a re  i n  
f a c t  S-gram mar fu d g es  f o r  d is c o u rs e  r e l a t i o n s h ip s ,  w hich sh o u ld  be h a n d led  
by t r a n s d e r i v a t i o n a l  c o n s t r a i n t s .  I  r e g a rd  and-c o n .iu n c tio n  a s  m u l t ip ly -  
am biguous (a s  i s  NR r e l a t i v i z a t i o n  and s e n te n c e -s e q u e n c in g , g iv en  th e  la c k  
o f  o v e r t  sequence s ig n a l s ) ,  and t h e r e f o r e  th e  s u r f a c e  form  o f  s e v e r a l  d i f f e r ­
e n t  sequence m ark e rs , w hich a ls o  u n d e r l ie  th e  e q u iv a le n t  NRs and s e n te n c e -  
s e q u e n c e s .
3* 253 Rs, l e x i c a l i z a t i o n  and l o g i c a l  n o ta t io n
I n  Ch. IV , I  p r e s e n t  a  form  o f  sem an tic  s t r u c tu r e  i n  w hich Rs o ccu r
a s  Ss embedded under A rgum ents. The c o n ju n c t iv e  so u rc e  f o r  Rs, a rg u ed  f o r
by Thompson (se e  s e c t io n  3 .2 2 ) ,  though  w ith o u t e x p l i c i t  fo rm u la t io n , i s  i n
f a c t  b a se d  on th e  p r a c t i c e  o f  p r o p o s i t io n a l  c a lc u lu s ,  i n  w hich embedding
does n o t o c c u r . I n  f a c t ,  c o n ju n c t io n  i s  th e  o n ly  form  o f  p r o p o s i t io n a l
l in k a g e  i n  t h i s  n o ta t io n .  McCawley (1970a: 222 s q q .)  p o in ts  o u t t h a t  th e
to
l o g i c a l  n o ta t io n  l e a d s / c e r t a i n  consequences w hich a re  u n d e s ir a b le  i n  
n a tu r a l  s y n ta x . For exam ple, he n o te s  t h a t  th e  d e n ia l  o f  a n a tu r a l  language  
p r o p o s i t io n  i s  n o rm a lly  o n ly  th e  d e n ia l  o f one o f  th e  e le m en ts  i n  i t ,  w hereas 
th e  d e n ia l  o f  a  l o g i c a l  p r o p o s i t io n  i s  th e  d e n ia l  o f  a l l  th e  e le m en ts  i n  i t .  
As we have s e e n  i n  th e  d i s c u s s io n  o f  th e  n o t io n  o f  " s p e a k e r -h e a re r  assum p­
t io n s "  i n  Thom pson's p a p e r  ( s e c t io n  2 .1 6 ) ,  th e  c o n ju n c t io n  a n a ly s i s  o f  Rs 
makes th e  b a s ic  a ssu m p tio n  t h a t  th e  b a s ic  sen se  o f  Rs c o n s i s t s  o f  th e  con­
ju n c t io n  o f  ( th e  sem an tic  s t r u c tu r e  u n d e r ly in g )  an  NP and ( th e  sem an tic  
s t r u c tu r e  u n d e r ly in g )  a  r e l a t i v e  c la u s e ,  i . e .  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  no m o d if ic a t io n  
o f  th e  l a t t e r  by th e  fo rm e r. Bach 1968 g iv e s  some p ro n o m in a l exam ples 
c l e a r l y  show ing t h i s  to  be i n c o r r e c t ,  i f  we p ro v id e  e q u iv a le n ts  w ith  Rs:
135. (a )  I  doub t i f  t h e r e  i s  a  man who w i l l  be t h a t  c le v e r  when he 
i s  f i f t y ;
(b) The u g ly  c h i ld  who grew  in to  a b e a u t i f u l  woman was e le c te d  
M iss VJorld;
(c) I  w alked a c ro s s  th e  la k e  which had b een  f i l l e d  i n .
(135a) does n o t im ply  a I  doubt i f  t h e r e  i s  a  man: (135b) canno t d e r iv e  from  
th e  c o n ju n c t The u g ly  c h i ld  was e le c te d  M iss W orld: (135c) does no t r e a l l y
c la im  t h a t  th e  sp e a k e r  i s  th e  M essiah . On th e  c o n tr a ry ,  a l l  t h r e e  s e n te n c e s  
must be i n t e r p r e t e d  w ith  t h e i r  a n te c e d e n ts  and r e l a t i v e  c la u s e s  fo rm ing  a 
s in g le  sem an tic  com plex.
S im i la r ly ,  I  c la im  (a lo n g  w ith  Bach 1968 and McCawley, p a ss im ) t h a t  
l e x i c a l  i te m s  (o r  a t  l e a s t  nom inals) have a sem an tic  s t r u c tu r e  i d e n t i c a l  to  
R, i . e .  one i n  w hich th e  a n te c e d e n t i s  a  g e n e r ic  e lem en t c o rre sp o n d in g  to  
th e  r o le  w ith  w hich each  argum ent i s  m arked. (They a re  n o t, how ever, p seu d o - 
Rs s in c e ,  n o t h av in g  a m a tr ix  S -  a s  th e y  a re  no t f u l l  S s , b u t p h ra s e s  -  th e  
g e n e r ic  NP^ can n o t be hyponymic t o  th e  i . e .  th e  m a tr ix  NP). Thus I
s u g g e s t  ( i n  Ch. IV ), t h a t  le x ic o g ra p h ic  d e f i n i t i o n s  o f  l e x i c a l  i te m s  a c t u a l l y  
r e p r e s e n t  t h i s  sem an tic  s t r u c tu r e ,  th o u g h  th e y  do n o t n e c e s s a r i ly  d i r e c t l y  
r e f l e c t  i t .  To t h i s ,  I  c a n  add two f u r t h e r  o b s e rv a t io n s :  f i r s t ,  th e r e  i s  a 
c l e a r  p a ra p h ra se  r e l a t i o n s h i p  i n  t h a t  a l l  Ns have a  c o rre sp o n d in g  R (o r  s e t  
o f  Rs) b u t no t v ic e - v e r s a  ( c f .  B ie rw isch  and K ie fe r  1 9 6 9 ). The fo llo w in g  
exam ples a re  s e le c te d  from  Chambers T w en tie th  C en tu ry  D ic t io n a ry  (M acdonald 
1972):
a p ie c e  o f  ground on w hich f lo w e rs  e t c .  a re  
c u l t i v a t e d :  a  p le a s a n t  s p o t:  a f e r t i l e  r e g io n  . . .
, one who l i v e s  a s o l i t a r y  l i f e  . . .  
a  t r e n c h  dug i n  th e  g round: any lo n g  narrow  
d e p re s s io n  c a r ry in g  w a te r  . . .
,, one who g rudges to  spend o r  g iv e  away . . .
.. a  dead man t h a t  le a v e s  h i s  g rav e  t o  p re y  upon 
th e  l iv i n g ;
i . one who t r u l y ,  o r  o s t e n t a t i o u s l y  and in ju d ic io u s ly ,  
lo v e s  and s e rv e s  h i s  f a t h e r l a n d  . . .
. . .  a  fu s e la g e  o r  n a c e l le  i n  w hich a l l ,  o r  n e a r ly  a l l ,  
s t r u c t u r a l  lo a d s  a re  c a r r i e d  by th e  s k in :  a  m o to r- 
v e h ic le  s t r u c tu r e  in  w hich  body and c h a s s i s  a re  i n  
one and sh a re  s t r e s s e s :  th e  h u l l  o f  a b o a t made i n  
one p ie c e  . . .
> an  o f f i c e r  who r in g s  a ch u rch  b e l l ,  a t t e n d s  th e  
c lergym an , d ig s  g rav e s  e tc  . . .
. .  th e  c a n a l  by w hich u r in e  i s  d is c h a rg e d  from  th e  
b la d d e r .
136. (a) g a rd e n  . . ,
(b ) h e rm it . . .
(c ) d i t c h  . . .
(d) n ig g a rd  . .
( f ) p a t r i o t  .,
(g) monocoque
(h) sexton .
( i)  urethra
These are pseudo-R only i f  one takes the entry-noun as the NP^  of the matrix 
(e .g . one who l iv e s  a so lita r y  l i f e  i s  a hermit, which could be taken to  be a 
focussed form of a hermit l iv e s  a so lita ry  l i f e ) .
The second  o b s e rv a t io n  co n c ern s  A naphoric I s l a n d s  ( P o s ta l  1969b), 
w hich a re  l e x i c a l  ite m s  whose u n d e r ly in g  sem an tic  s t r u c tu r e  canno t c o n ta in  
th e  a n te c e d e n t  f o r  any a n a p h o ric  e lem en t o u ts id e  t h a t  s t r u c t u r e ,  e .g .
137. (a) The g i r l  w ith  b lo n d  h a i r ^  g o t r tn  cau g h t i n  th e  f a n .
The l e x i c a l  i te m  b lo n d e  p resum ab ly  c o n ta in s  i n  i t s  u n d e r ly in g  s t r u c tu r e  th e  
s p e c i f i c a t i o n s  ‘g i r l ’ and 'h a v in g  b lo n d  h a i r 1, b u t th e  l a t t e r  canno t se rv e  
a s  th e  a n te c e d e n t  t o  a  p ronoun  i n  (137b) w hereas i t  can  i n  ( 137a ) . E x c e p tio n s  
do a p p a re n tly  e x i s t ,  how ever. T ic  D ouloureux 1971 p ro v id e s  exam ples o f  such  
e x c e p t io n s ,  n o t in g  i n  p a s s in g  (a  not a l t o g e th e r  in a p p r o p r ia te  word) t h a t  J .R . 
Ross to o  has  d is c o v e re d  e x c e p tio n s  in v o lv in g  (p artly -)h o m o p h o n o u s  d e r i v a t i v e s .  
Among th e  more p r in t a b l e  o f  T ic  D o u lo u reu x 's  exam ples i s
138. When l i t t l e  Johnny th re w  up, was th e r e  any  p e n c i l - e r a s e r  i n  i t ?
My own c o n t r ib u t io n to  t h i s  d e b a te  has to  do w ith  nouns and r e l a t i v e s .  Note 
th e  fo llo w in g  exam ples:
139* (a) Aubrey i s  one who a c t s  ( f o r  a l i v i n g ) ,  w hich he n ev e r w anted
E v id e n tly ,  t h e r e  i s  some d i a l e c t a l  v a r i a t i o n  i n  th e  a c c e p t a b i l i t y  o f  th e s e  
exam ples. Some s p e a k e rs  r e j e c t  (139b) w ith  do, th o u g h  a c c e p t in g  (140a ) .
G. L ak o ff and R o s s 's  (1972) s u g g e s t io n  f o r  " s e l e c t i v e  t a r i f f s  on e n t r y  to  
a n a p h o ric  i s l a n d s " ,  ( i . e .  t h a t  m o rp h o lo g ic a l d e r i v a t i v e s  a re  l e s s  i n s u l a r  
th a n  fo rm s w hich a re  c o m p le te ly  u n r e la te d  m o rp h o lo g ic a lly ) ,  r e f e r r e d  to  by 
T ic  D ouloureux , i s  backed  up by a c to r  b u t no t by m ilkm an, ( c f . a ls o  W att 
1973, who c a l l s  them  " p e n e t ra b le  r e e f s " ) .  A nother seem ing in f r in g e m e n t o f  
P o s t a l 's  p ro p o s a l ,  th o u g h  not co n n ec ted  d i r e c t l y  w ith  r e l a t i v e  c la u s e s ,  
c o n c e rn s  th e  b e h a v io u r  o f  s t r e s s .  U sing one o f  P o s t a l 's  exam ples, we f in d  
t h a t  th e  p lacem en t o f  s t r e s s  i s  e x a c t ly  th e  same a f t e r  a n  a n a p h o ric  i s l a n d
(b) SThe b lo n d e  g o t i t  cau g h t i n  th e  f a n .
was a l a d . £}(b) Aubrey i s  an  a c to r ,  w hich he n ev e r w anted  to when he
was a la d .
14,0. (a )  What do you do?
(b) What a re  you?
\ a  f o o l ,  a  C o n se rv a tiv e  
l^an a c to r ,  a  m ilkman
a f o o l ,  a C o n s e rv a t iv e !  
an  a c to r ,  a m ilkm an C
S p e a k e rs  who a c c e p t b o th  w i l l  u s u a l ly  a ls o  a c c e p t (th o u g h  p e rh a p s  o n ly  
m a r g in a l ly ) :
141. (a) I 'm  a n  a c to r ,  t h a t ' s  what I  do, 
th o u g h  ev en  th e y  w i l l  r e j e c t :
(b) SWhat I  do i s  an  a c to r .
a s  i t  i s  a f t e r  a n o n - is la n d  ( s t r e s s  i s  in d ic a te d  by i t a l i c s ) :
142. (a) Max' s p a re n ts  a re  d ead , b u t my p a r e n ts  a re  a l i v e  
(b) Max i s  an  o rphan , b u t my p a re n ts  a re  a l i v e .
In b o th  cases*  p a re n ts  has red u ced  s t r e s s :  " l e g i t im a te ly "  i n  (142a)* s in c e  
i t  i s  repeated ,*  m y s te r io u s ly  i n  (142b ) ,  s in c e  i t  i s  a p p a re n tly  a  f i r s t -  
m en tio n . In b o th  cases* a l i v e  b e a rs  c o n t r a s t iv e  s t r e s s :  " le g i t im a te ly "  i n  
( l 4 2 a)* s in c e  i t  c o n t r a s t s  w ith  d e a d : m y s te r io u s ly  i n  (142b ) ,  s in c e  i t  i s  
th e r e  a p p a re n tly  n o n - c o n t r a s t iv e . But t h a t  i s  n o t a l l :  we s t i l l  have to  
e x p la in  th e  use o f  b u t -c o n .ju n c tio n  i n  (142b)* r e g a r d le s s  o f  s t r e s s .  Hote 
th e  im p r o b a b i l i ty  o f  th e  a p p a re n tly  s t r u c t u r a l l y - s i m i l a r  (143) :
(To be a c c e p ta b le *  (143) would have to  be c o n te x tu a l i s e d  i n  some r a t h e r  
o u t la n d is h  and d e s p e ra te  way, c f .  my rem arks i n  s e c t i o n  2 . 15 ) .
I t  seems re a s o n a b le  t o  p o s tu la te  t h a t ,  s in c e  such  p a i r s  a s  (139a) and
(b) a re  more o r  l e s s  synonymous, and fu r th e rm o re  behave s im i la r l y  i n  c e r t a i n  
s t r u c t u r a l  r e s p e c ts *  th e y  sh o u ld  be re g a rd e d  a s  d e r i v a t i o n a l l y  r e l a t e d .  The 
r e l a t i v e  c o n s t r u c t io n  i s  n o t o n ly  th e  more e x p l i c i t  member o f  th e  p a i r ,  i t  
a ls o  p ro v id e s  th e  n e c e s s a ry  a l t e r n a t i v e  a n te c e d e n ts  f o r  be o r  do. Exam ples 
(140a) and (b) show' t h a t  t h i s  a l t e r n a t i o n  can  o p ly  o ccu r w ith  l e x i c a l  ite m s  
whose u n d e r ly in g  r e l a t i v e  c la u s e  c o n ta in s  a  n o n - s ta t iv e  p r e d i c a t e .  Thus* 
a s  a re sp o n se  to  th e  q u e s t io n  i n  (140a ) ,  (14-4 ) would a ls o  be in a p p r o p r ia te :
th o u g h  a c o n s e r v a t io n is t  would be p e r f e c t l y  a c c e p ta b le *  s in c e  th a t  has an  
u n d e r ly in g  n o n - s t a t i v e :  'one who c o n se rv e s  X /cam paigns f o r  th e  c o n s e rv a t io n
each  o th e r ,  a lth o u g h  I would want to  a rg u e  t h a t  th e  form  u n d e r ly in g  ( 142b) 
i s  no t ( 142a ) ,  b u t ( I 4 5 ) :
145* Max i s  one whose p a re n ts  a re  dead . . .
One p o in t  w hich  r e f l e c t s  th e  d i r e c t i o n  o f  t h i s  d i s c u s s io n  i s  th e  s i m i l a r i t y  
b e tw een  th e  s u b tr e e s  f o r  th e  two t y p e s 'o f  s t r u c tu r e  ( th a t  i s  f o r  r e s t r i c t i v e  
r e l a t i v e  c la u s e s  and p r e l e x i c a l  A rgum en ts); in d ee d  one can  go f u r t h e r  and 
c a l l  i t  i d e n t i t y .  B oth  c o n s tr u c t io n s  a re  a c h ie v e d  u s in g  th e  same r u l e s .
What th e n  i s  th e  d i f f e r e n c e ?  A v e ry  s im ple  one, i n  f a c t :  m ere ly  t h a t  t h e  
l a t t e r  have l e x i c a l  i te m s  a s s o c ia te d  w ith  c e r t a i n  c o n f ig u ra t io n s *  w h ile  th e  
fo rm er have n o t .  A ll  t h i s  means i s  t h a t  c e r t a i n  c o n f ig u r a t io n s  o f  sem an tic  
m a te r i a l  r e c u r  to  such  an  exrbent t h a t  a l e x i c a l  re p la ce m e n t becomes an
( v e g e ta r i a n ]
I4 3 . ? Max i s  a < roadsw eeper j. * b u t my p a r e n ts  a re  a l i v e .
( hom osexual J
’a  f o o l / a  
f o o l i s h
C onservative*
o f  X' ( a p p ro x im a te ly ) . F in a lly *  (142a) and (b) show s t r i k i n g  s i m i l a r i t y  to
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o b v io u s  economy. T h is  i s  somewhat s im i la r  to  P a u l S c h a c h te r 's  p o in t ,  
m en tioned  e a r l i e r ,  t h a t  r e l a t i v e  c la u s e s  "p ro v id e  names f o r ,  o r  ways o f  
d e s ig n a t in g ,  th e  m u lt i tu d e  o f  e n t i t i e s  t h a t  peop le  w ish  t o  t a l k  a b o u t, b u t 
f o r  which th e r e  i s  no e s t a b l i s h e d  s in g le -n o u n  d e s ig n a t io n  (or, p e rh a p s , 
where th e  p e o p le  do n o t know, o r  do no t choose t o  u se , such  a  d e s ig n a t io n ) "  
(o p . c i t ;3 2 ) . However, I  w ould a rgue  somewhat th e  r e v e r s e ,  namely t h a t  o n ly  
th e  more common sem an tic  c o n f ig u r a t io n s  ( in c lu d in g  t h a t  u n d e r ly in g  th e  r e l a ­
t i v e  c la u s e )  have a s s o c ia te d  l e x i c a l  i te m s , w hich f u n c t io n  m ere ly  a s  l a b e l s .
These comments a re  r e a l l y  d ia c h ro n ic  i n  n a tu r e ,  and in d ee d  th e  b e s t  
ev id en ce  f o r  them  comes from  sem an tic  change ( s e e , f o r  exam ple, W erth 1974a, 
i n  w hich I  a rgue  t h a t  t r u e  sem an tic  change, (a s  opposed  to  what I  c a l l  
" l e x i c a l  s h i f t " ,  when an  a lr e a d y  e x i s t in g  sem an tic  s t r u c tu r e  sim p ly  a c q u ir e s  
a  new l e x i c a l  r e a l i z a t i o n ) ,  c o n s i s t s  o f o p e ra t io n s  o f  r o l e - r a i s i n g  and  su b - 
t r e e - l o s s  and - g a in  on sem a n tic  s t r u c tu r e s  o f  th e  ty p e  d ev e lo p ed  i n  Ch. I V) .  
However, s y n c h ro n ic a l ly  to o , I  would c la im  such  s t r u c tu r e s  a re  l e a r n t  a s  
th e  "m eanings" o f  l e x i c a l  ite m s  (more a c c u r a te ly ,  th e  m eanings w ith  which 
l e x i c a l  ite m s  may be a s s o c i a te d ) .  S im i la r ly ,  a s  th e  d i s c u s s io n  o f  my 1974a 
p a p e r  i n d i c a t e s ,  sy n c h ro n ic  d i a l e c t a l  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  sem an tic  s t r u c tu r e  
o r  l e x i c a l i z a t i o n  can  a ls o  be a c co u n ted  f o r  w ith  t h i s  m ach inery .
I n  Ch. IV, I  s h a l l  o u t l i n e  a  th e o ry  o f  sem an tic  s t r u c tu r e  w hich w i l l  
i n  f a c t  r e p r e s e n t  th e  m eanings o f  l e x i c a l  ite m s  such  a s  (136) a s  r e s t r i c t i v e  
r e l a t i v e  c la u s e s  w hich a re  s u b tr e e s  i n  much l a r g e r  s t r u c t u r e s ,  f o r  th e  most 
p a r t .  These l a r g e r  s t r u c t u r e s ,  I  w i l l  s u g g e s t , a re  e q u iv a le n t  t o  th e  
sem an tic  f i e l d  w i th in  w hich a p a r t i c u l a r  (m eaning a s s o c ia te d  w ith  a ) l e x i c a l  
i te m  f a l l s .
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IN A GENERATIVE-SEMANTIC MODEL
4 * 1  A ssum ptions
4 .1 1  G e n e ra tiv e  se m a n tic s
George Lakoff (1971:232  sqq.) se ts  out in  schematic form what he 
c a lls  the "basic theory" (using a form of argumentation which resembles 
-  and perhaps even parodies -  that o f Chomsky’s (1970) discu ssion  o f  
what he c a l ls  the "standard theory"):
1 . (a )  Pq, Pm
where Pn i s  a surface structure, each P and i t s  immediate successor are 
related  by a transform ational ru le , and there i s  no P preceding P^. P q ...P n 
therefore represents a sequence of phrase-markers in  a sin g le  derivation  
( i . e .  o f one S ) .  We may note, in  passing, that no provision i s  made for  
sequences of Ss in  a discourse (though Lakoff does mention the p o s s ib il ity  
b.’n p .235 fn ) . However, more cru cia l to the present section  i s  the lack o f  
sp ec if ica tio n  o f Pq. By contrast, the well-known Aspects model has a fa ir ly  
w ell-sp ec if ied  in i t i a l  P-marker, namely the product o f the categoria l ru les  
of the base. ( I  leave aside the question of the le x ic a l  component of the 
Aspects base, since i t  i s  at le a st  arguable -  as Lakoff in  fa c t  does -  that 
the le x ic a l in sertio n  ru les are transformations and therefore operate upon 
Pq rather than contributing to  i t s  form ation).
L ak o ff c a l l s  ( l a )  a  s y n ta c t ic  s t r u c tu r e ,  and d e f in e s  th e  sem an tic  
r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  (SR) o f  a  S a s :
1 . (b) SR = (P i,  PR, Top, F , . . . ) ,
"where PR i s  a conjunction of presuppositions, Top i s  an in d ication  o f the 
•to p ic1 o f a sentence, and F i s  the ind ication  of the Focus of a sentence" 
(p .234)* He suggests that PRs are of the same form as Ps (la b elled  trees)  
and stru ctu ra lly  independent, as (b) im plies. Top and F also may be taken 
as stru ctu ra lly  independent. However, as I have shown in  Ch. I I ,  PR, Top 
and F are a l l  naturally definable in  terms of context. This does not, o f  
course, in va lid ate  Lakoff's schema: i t  merely shows that the provenance of 
P  ^ i s  d ifferen t from that of the other terms stated  in  Lakoff’s ordered 
n-tuple, and indeed i t  seems lik e ly  that any other terms which may be 
stated  at some future time w il l  a lso be contextual ( in  the wider or narrower 
sense) in  nature.
The form of the basic model which I w il l  assume, therefore, w il l  
sp ecify  the co n stitu tio n  o f Pq, and the other components of SR w il l  be






Context, as we have seen (Ch. I I ) ,  tends to  include knowledge which i s  
sp e c if ic  to  the culture, the language, and the partic ip ants; the primes, 
on the other hand, are claimed to  be features of un iversal semantic know­
ledge: I sh a ll d iscuss them presently (section  4 .1 2 ). The area of overlap 
symbolizes the p o s s ib il i ty  o f tr a n s it io n  from contextual feature to prime 
(and perhaps v ice-v ersa ) . e .g . in  semantic change, where an erstw hile  
connotation can become a feature o f denotation (e .g . such " socia l1 terms 
as v i l la in ,  noble, kind, churl, peasant, the la s t  perhaps i l lu s tr a t in g  a 
tr a n s itio n a l stage o f the p rocess). I sh a ll say no more about th is  here, 
but c f .  Werth 1974a, F 1coming b. The primes are the substantive universals 
of the theory (c f . Chomsky 1965:28 e t c . ) ,  which therefore "asserts that 
each output of th is  component co n sists  of elements th at are characterized  
in  terms o f some [ f in ite ]  number o f fixed , universal [semantic] featu res, 
each of which has a substantive [ex tra lin g u istic ] characterization  inde­
pendent o f any particu lar language" ( ib id .) .  The words in  square brackets 
are mine, and replace "small", "phonetic", and "acoustic-articu latory" , 
resp ectiv e ly . On the f ix i t y  o f these featu res, I reserve my judgement: 
arguments about whether semantic primes con stitu te  an open or a closed  
set seem f u t i le  at the present imperfect sta te  of our knowledge. Wierzbicka1 
rather id io syn cra tic  study o f the subjedt (1972), however, plumps for  a 
small, fix ed  se t (e .g . pp.15- 16) .
Whether or not the se t o f semantic primes i s  open or closed , small 
or large, i t  seems clear that they do not occur in  "unstructured heaps"
(c f . Weinreich’s (1966) cr itic ism s o f Katz and Fodpr 1963)* Wierzbicka's 
combinations o f semantic prim itives in to  more complex d e fin it io n s , for  
example, take very complex syntactic  forms, e .g . :
3- (a) X f e e ls  afraid  = X fe e ls  as one does when one thinks 
that something bad can happen to one which one cannot 
cause not to  happen and which one diswants to  happen,
(P ’6 3 ) ;
(b) CongratulationsJ = Knowing that you have caused something 
good to happen to  you, assuming that you are pleased  
because o f i t ,  wanting to  cause you to know that I am 
pleased too, I say: I am pleased because o f i t  too,
(p. I4 I) *
Clearly, such expressions as th ese, whatever th e ir  semantic r e a lity , have 
structures id e n tic a l with those of sentences. But whereas syntactic  
structures are configurations o f non-meaningful categories f i l l e d  in  with 
le x ic a l  items which can be viewed e ith er  as having meanings, or e lse  as 
being in terpretab le , semantic structures are configurations o f (meaningful) 
semantic elements, d ir e c tly  representing meanings. This remains true what­
ever notation  i s  chosen to  represent semantic structures, whether i t  i s  
a natural language one (as in  Wierzbicka or Gordon and Lakoff) or a lo g ic a l  
one (as in  G. Lakoff or McCawley, passim) .
I f  the semantic elements are structured, then those structures must 
in  fa c t be sta ta b le . In  several p laces (e .g . 1968b), McCawley has stated  
that semantic representations must be equivalent to  la b e lled  tr e e s , just 
lik e  syn tactic  structures* and i f  th is  i s  so (as I b elieve  i t  i s ) ,  then  
these trees  must, ju st lik e  syntactic  structures, be generable in  terms of 
e x p lic it  and formal ru les, which might be both of the highly r e s tr ic ted  
constitu en t-structure type and o f the freer  (p re lex ica l) transform ational 
type. However, I have nowhere seen any ru les of the former type suggested, 
(with the p ossib le  exception o f Fillm ore, e .g . 1968, who i s ,  however, not 
w riting in  a GS framework; the ru les I sh a ll be suggesting, though, do 
owe a great deal to  h is  work).
In  sec tio n  4 .12, I sh a ll examine the nature o f semantic notation, and 
the question o f semantic primes* In section  4*13, I s h a ll present some o f  
the assumptions which underlie the configurational ru les I w il l  use. Later 
in  Ch. IT, I w il l  present these and some of the basic transform ational ru les  
I have found necessary, and d iscuss the question of le x ic a liz a t io n .
4*12 The nature o f semantic notation
In th is  section , I want to  b r ie f ly  consider the folloi^ing questions*
( i)  what i s  a semantic notation a notation of?
( i i )  what i s  the nature o f semantic primes?
I sh a ll a lso  d iscuss some critic ism s of GS made by Bartsch and Vennemann 
1972, which are the farthest-ranging cr itic ism s of the model I have 
encountered so fa r . I include them here because they concern the question  
of representing meaning with a lo g ic a l notation.
A cr it ic ism  of GS that has been made (e .g . Gallagher 1970) i s  that 
i t  assumes that the "deep" representations of meaning which i t  uses are
( i)  equivalent to , or even actu a lly  comprising, meaning i t s e l f ,  and ( i i )  
decompositions in to  "the" basic elements o f meaning (comparable, for  
example, to the DF's o f phonology). In response to  the f i r s t  of these  
(which a sser ts  the extreme view that a semantic notation i s  the meaning 
i t  represents), I wish.merely to point out that there i s  a clear d is t in c ­
t io n  which must be drawn between any representation and the "reality" i t  
represents. In the same way, nobody would now argue, I tr u s t , that a 
grammar d ir e c tly  models the cognitive processes underlying language; the 
most that can be claimed i s  that a grammar i s  equivalent to  such processes, 
or perhaps that a grammar i s  isomorohous with them. (The former would be 
Chomsky's strongest claim now for TG; the la tte r  might be P o sta l's  claim  
-  in  (1972) -  for GS). S im ilarly , nobody would argue, surely, that musical 
notation i s  music, or that i t  i s  the meaning of a musical p iece, or i t s  
structure. A notation simply represents some aspect of the to t a l  r e a lity  
in  focus; thus, d ifferen t notations can correspond to d ifferen t aspects 
of the "same" r e a li ty .
The notation most widely used by the proponents of GS i s  the predicate  
calcu lus, which i s  a system designed to  express ru les of deduction from 
one statement to  another in  terms of a small set o f rela tion sh ip s  
(e .g . —>> o rD  for ' i f . .  .th an ', — ' i s  the same a s ' ,  or H an£*
only i f  e t c . ) .  C learly, then, the well-formed formulae (wffs) o f the 
predicate calculus include only representations of that information which 
i s  required for purposes o f inference, v iz . predicates (P,R), variables  
(x ,y ,z ) ,  operators (2°** A 'and', V ' o r ' , ^  'n o t') and q u an tifiers  
( V ’for a l l ' ,  3 'there e x is t s  at le a st  one' e t c . ) .  Of th ese, the pre­
d icates and variab les (or arguments), which roughiyy correspond to  verbs
and nouns in  natural language, are normally, in  ph ilosophical w riting, 
con ten tless , i . e .  the main in ter e st  iri the exercise l i e s  in  in vestiga tin g  
the properties o f the operators and q u an tifiers, while keeping the 
predicates and arguments constant and empty.
A weaker form of the predicate calculus in v estig a te s  the tru th -  
functions of the propositions in  i t .  However, the truth  or f a l s i t y  of 
such propositions i s  analytic  truth or f a ls i t y ,  i . e .  that which a r ises  
out of the form and relationsh ip s of the formulae, while again keeping 
th e ir  content t r iv ia l  or empty. Therefore, the truth of propositions 
having reference only in  the rea l universe, or only in  some possib le  
worlds, i s  not investigated  in  tra d itio n a l tru th -fu nction al lo g ic . 
(Analytic sentences, by the way, are true or fa lse  in  a l l  possib le  
worlds, since th e ir  truth-value depends upon th e ir  l in g u is t ic  prop erties). 
Also, propositions containing re la tiv e  terms (e .g . heavy) have no part 
in  tra d it io n a l tru th -fu n ction al lo g ic , since th e ir  use depends upon a 
standard (of heaviness e tc .)  which holds independently and outside o f  
the proposition containing the re la tiv e  term. (A ctually, th is  la s t  
proviso i s  probably true only of modern lo g ic . The A r isto te lia n  
s y l lo g is t ic  o ften  seems to  use re la t iv e  terms as though they were 
absolute, e .g .:
4 . A ll Greeks are t a l l .
Papadopoulos i s  a Greek.
•• Papadopoulos i s  t a l l ) .
However, a d is t in c t io n  was made between major premisses which were true 
by virtue o f th e ir  in tern a l meaning (e .g . A ll women are fem ale), and 
those which require em pirical v e r if ica tio n , as in  (4 ) .
The goal o f these lo g ic s , then, i s  to exp lica te  the in tern a l prop­
e r t ie s  o f th e ir  w ffs. Thus a proposition lik e :
5* (Vx) P(x)<£.Q(x) (Vy) P(y) &Q(y) 4 - *  y £ x
holds, whatever the content o f P, Q, x and y (with the provisos mentioned 
in  the previous paragraph): 'for  a l l  x, i f  x i s  P and x i s  Q, then for  
a l l  y, y i s  P and y i s  Q, i f  and only i f  y i s  an x ' .  (5) i s  r e a lly  a
statement of se t-in c lu s io n : ' i f  y i s  a member o f x, then whatever holds 
for x autom atically holds for y 1.
Such statements are .obviously not statements of meaning, nor are 
they meant to  be: they are, rather, lo g ic a l inferences from lo g ic a l
re la tio n sh ip s. As such, they appear to  form a proper part of the universal 
conditions governing statements of meaning, but they could not be said  to  
represent any ex tr a lin g u ist ic  fa c ts . In philosophical lo g ic , th is  i s  said  
to  be the province o f a model theory: "Model Theory i s  the study o f the 
r e la tio n s  between languages and the world, or more p rec ise ly  between formal 
languages and the in terpretation s of formal languages". (Crossley e t a l .  
1972:20), The statements of Model Theory con sist of stip u la tio n s whose 
s a tis fa c tio n  guarantees the truth o f a particular predicate calculus 
formula, given in terpretation s for i t s  predicates and variables-* Crossley 
et a l . ,  (o p .c i t :12sq .) g ives an example which we may examine:
"Consider the follow ing sentences o f PC:
6 . (a) V xV y (P(x,y) — » P (x ,y )),
(b) ( ( P ( x , y )  £  P(y>z)) P ( x , z ) ) ,
( c )  V y 3 x P ( x , y ) .
I f  we in terp ret P as the ancestor re la tio n  over the domain of 
people, both liv in g  and dead, [ (a) ] ,  [(b)] and [ (c) ]  are a l l  
true. With th is  in terpretation  they become
(ay) i f  x i s  an ancestor of y then x i s  an ancestor of 
y, for  any x and y,
(b; ) i f  x i s  an ancestor o f y, and y i s  an ancestor of z, 
then x i s  an ancestor of z,
( c ; ) everybody has an ancestor.
A lso, ...ifowe interpret P as 3^ (greater than) over the natural 
numbers ( 1 , 2 , 3 , . . . )  or as <C over the in tegers ( . . . ,  -2,  -1,  0,
1, 2 , . . . )  these are a l l  true sentences as w e ll. But i f  P i s  
in terpreted  as <6 over the natural numbers, then [ ( c ) ]  i s  fa ls e .
Alsoy i f  P i s  interpreted as 'the father o f' over the domain o f  
people, [ (b)]  i s  fa ls e .  However, [(a)]  w ill  remain true no 
matter what in terp reta tion  one gives to  P . ( . . . )
, An in terp reta tion  o f the formal system PC i s  a structure 
w  = “Cu, R ^ ,  where U i s  a set (which must not be empty) 
the members o f which are: a, at , a 14, . . . ,  and R i s  a r e la tio n  
on U. ( . . . )
Now le t  members of U be assigned to a l l  the ind ividual 
variab les o f PC in  such a way that not more than one member of 
U i s  assigned to  each variable o f PC. J2f [ i . e .  a formula of PC] 
i s  said to  be s a t is f ie d  i n ^ b y  an assignment o f a  ^ to  x, a a 
to  y, . . .  (where x, y, . . .  are the free variab les in  0 ) i f  the  
r e la tio n  over U corresponding to 0  (that i s ,  when each P in  0  
i s  replaced by R) holds between the elements assigned to  the 
free variables of jzL In th is  case we write
|= : ^ [ a 4, . . . ] ,
\-rtiere the l i s t  in  the square brackets includes a l l  the assign­
ments to  the free variables in  0 ."
(The meaning o f th is  formula i s :  ' 0 ^ ,  , . . ]  i s  true In
A ll that th is  machinery does, in  fa c t, i s  to sta te  that an in terpretation
of a predicate-calcu lus formula i s  va lid  only when the relation sh ip  holding
between the elements o f the in terpretation  i s  the same as the relation sh ip
holding between the elements of the formula. Somewhat cy n ica lly , we might
observe that i t  merely replaces one formula with another equivalent one.
But i t  assumes that the user of the model theory i s  correctly  able to
determine that the rela tion sh ip  ' i s  ancestor!o f ' over the domain of a l l
people i s  the same as (6 ), whereas that o f ' i s  father o f' over a l l  people
i s  not the same as (6 ) .  In other words, the ex p lic itn ess  we require o f a
lin g u is t ic  theory i s  not present here. The point th at needs e x p lic it
formulation i s  the d is tin c tio n  between the rela tion sh ip s o f ancestry and
fatherhood. But th is  i s  relegated  to  a condition ( i . e .  an item assumed
to  be given) on a ru le . In fa c t , what Model Theory does i s  to show
whether any given in terp reta tion  of a wff of predicate calculus i s  true
or not; but to  do th is ,  i t  needs to  assume that a great deal o f the
meaning o f the in terp retation  i s  given:
"we can write down a fa ir ly  obvious set of sentences true in
[a] structure, and then using m odel-theoretic methods show that 
from these sentences everything true in  th is  structure can be 
proved. In  th is  way we get a p ractica l method for finding  
whether a sentence i s  true in  the structure or not",
(Crossley e t a l :30) .
Thus, a l l  that Model Theory does i s  to  guarantee th at a particular sentence 
i s  a token o f some lo g ic a l formula, given that i t s  semantic re la tion s and 
arguments are set-included  in  those of the formula, ( c f . Potts 1973, and 
Jardine and Jardine 1973 for other cr itic ism s of Model Theory as a theory 
of meaning).
I t  would appear, therefore, that the value o f Model Theory as a 
theory of meaning i s  highly lim ited . Furthermore, i t  would appear to  the 
lin g u is t  th at, with one possib le exception, modern philosophy as yet con­
ta in s  no theory of meaning worthy of the name, and i t  i s  against th is  
philosophical vacuum that l in g u is t ic s  must attempt semantic hypothesis.
The possib le  exception to  th is  genera lisation  i s  the theory o f speech- 
acts (e .g.  Searle 1969), which Searle claims su ccessfu lly  makes the 
connection between a semantic representation and the "facts of r e a lity " :
"a person's knowledge o f the meaning of sentences con sists  in  
large part in  h is knowledge of how to use sentences to  make 
statements, ask questions, give orders, make requests, make 
promises, warnings e t c . ,  and to  understand other people when 
they use sentences for  such purposes. ( . . . )  The speaker who 
u tters a sentence and means i t  l i t e r a l ly  u tters i t  in  accord­
ance with certa in  semantic rules and with the in ten tion  of
invoking those ru les to  render h is utterance the performance 
of a certa in  speech-act. ( . . . )  Saying something and meaning 
i t  i s  e ss e n t ia lly  a matter of saying i t  with the in ten tion  
to  produce certa in  e f fe c t s  on the hearer. And these e ffe c ts  
are determined by the ru les that attach to the sentence that 
i s  uttered. ( . . . )  Any attempt to  account for the meaning 
of sentences must take in to  account th e ir  ro le in  communic­
ation , in  the performance o f speech-acts, because an e sse n tia l  
part o f the meaning of any sentence i s  i t s  p o ten tia l for being 
used to  perform a speech-actn, (Searle 1972:22sq .).
For Searle, then, in  the d irect tra d itio n  of W ittgenstein and J. L. Austin, 
a theory o f meaning i s  a theory o f communicative use. I t  seems to  me that 
th is  i s  undoubtedly part o f a semantic theory: I  would characterize th is  
as belonging to  the external meaning of an utterance, by which I mean the 
rela tion sh ip  between the in tern a l meaning of the utterance and i t s  s itu ­
ation a l context. The conditions of use of an utterance are c lea r ly  deter­
mined not only by the in ten tion  o f the speaker, but a lso  by the r e la tio n ­
ship of the partic ip an ts, and the to p ic , function and se ttin g  o f the 
utterance (cf .  sec tio n  2 . 1 ) .  G. Lakoff, McCawley and the G S-ists (and, 
of course, Katz and the in te r p r e tiv is ts )  have been attempting, on the other 
hand, to characterize the in tern a l meaning o f sentences, a lso  including  
th e ir  presuppositions. (However, the two types o f meaning -  in tern a l and 
external -  are not in  fa c t separate, as my own approach w il l  show).
Any reasonable theory o f meaning, therefore, must show th at i t  connects 
up with the rea l world -  otherwise, as Searle (1972:22) points out, i t  
could be a theory o f numerals, p ile s  o f stones, old cars, str in gs o f sym­
b o ls, anything whatever. In other words, a theory o f meaning i s  a theory 
involving the in terfaces between meaning and extern a ls. The three main 
p ra ctica l subject-areas where these in terfaces occur are: philosophy, 
psychology and socio logy. For the f i r s t ,  as we have seen, we can look at 
tru th -valu es, lo g ic a l inferences e tc .  (and perhaps b e lie f-sy stem s, possib le  
worlds, e t c . ,  i f  philosophy i s  defined to  include them); there are also  
p h ilosoph ica l im plications to  the other two subject-areas. For the second, 
we must in v estig a te  the cogn itive processes in  general, but s p e c if ic a lly  
conceptual behaviour. For the th ird , as we have seen, there i s  much to  
be said about the use-conditions for language, interpersonal in teraction , 
and so c io lin g u is t ic  variation  in  general. I sh a ll assume in  the model I 
am using that these so c io lin g u is t ic  considerations are sp ecified  context­
u a lly . For the present, I want to  examine the question of conceptual item s.
I  consider the question o f conceptual items to be u ltim ately  the 
same as the question o f semantic primes, although neither psychology nor 
l in g u is t ic s  i s  perhaps very c lose to  an actual id e n t if ic a tio n  of these  
elements.
T rad ition ally , the term "concept" has been used for 'that which a 
word means1, ’the mental image, or the lik e , which a word evokes' etc .
These uses of the term have r ig h tly  been castigated  as hopelessly  vague 
and based on a formless notion of "mind". Furthermore, they do not anal­
yse these e n t it ie s  below the le v e l of the word, and in  general they corres­
pond to  nothing more than 'the meaning of a word', thus begging a l l  the 
more e sse n t ia l questions which are raised by the study o f meaning. Most 
ea r lie r  psychological studies of concepts suffered from the same lim ita tio n s, 
as did some la te r  ones (Bourne 1966 c ite s  Archer 1964 as an extreme case 
of id en tify in g  words with concepts). However, Bruner e t a l .  (1956) 
d istin gu ish  between concepts and a ttr ib u te s:
"The working d e fin it io n  o f a concept i s  the network o f inferences  
that are or may be set in to  play by an act of ca teg o r iza tio n .. .
We have found i t  more meaningful to  regard a concept as a network 
of s ig n -s ig n if ic a te  inferences by which one goes beyond a se t of 
observed properties . . .  to  the c la ss  id en tity  . . .  and thence to  
additional inferences about other unobserved properties o f the 
object or event", (o p .c i t %2LL) .
"An a ttr ib u te , in  b r ie f , i s  any discriminable feature of an 
event that i s  susceptib le  of some discriminable varia tion  from 
event to  event . . .  When we say that any a ttr ib u te  may vary, we 
imply that any attrib u te represents a dimension along which one 
may sp ecify  values", (o p . c i t :26).
Furthermore, they c la s s ify  concepts according to  how they organize the
a ttr ib u tes of which they are made up: they may be con.iunctive, d isju n ctive .
or r e la t io n a l. Referring to  a ser ie s  of.shapes, they give examples of
each: resp ectiv e ly , ( i )  " a ll cards with one red figure" , ( i i )  " a ll cards
with two figu res and/or with c irc le s" , ( i i i )  " a ll cards possessing the
same number o f figu res and borders". Thus, ( i )  conjoins one with redness,
( i i )  pairs d isju n ctiv e ly  the a ttrib u tes two and c ir c le ,  ( i i i )  sp e c if ie s
some rela tion sh ip  (here, numerical id en tity ) between d ifferen t a ttr ib u tes .
Each of the descriptions ( i)  -  ( i i i )  i s  a concept (see p.41 , o p . c i t . ).
although the "working defin ition"  o f concept quoted above (which occurs in
the book's overview, and may therefore be regarded as a conclusion) seems
to take i t  as a set of recognition  and c la s s if ic a t io n  s tr a teg ies , rather
than simply a group of a ttr ib u tes . However, i f  the la t te r  i s  the case,
Bruner e t  a l .  i s  an important step in  d issocia tin g  the concept (or 
semantic structure, in  such a case) from the word. What these authors 
c a l l  the "attribute" ie  c lea r ly  something lik e  the item we have been 
c a llin g  the "semantic prime", although they are, in  fa c t , very u n cr itica l 
o f the notion: a ttr ib u tes are e ith er  taken for granted, or held constant 
while "concepts" (or more accurately, acts of concept-attainment) are 
being examined. Furthermore, the three "modes of combination" are not 
in vestigated  further: perhaps not surprisingly , in  that p re-syntactic  
era. What i s  notable, though, i s  the lack of impact which th is  important 
work has enjoyed in  recent l in g u is t ic s :  at f i r s t ,  because i t  did not mesh 
in  with the early  TG view that semantics had no place in  th eories of 
grammar, and la te r , because the th eo re tica l presuppositions of Katz and 
his a sso c ia tes  precluddd them from regarding th e ir  semantic features as 
cognitive r e a l i t ie s  o f any sort (though Katz and Fodor 1963 describe 
them as "atomic concepts" (see Fodor and Katz 1964:4-96)). Katzian 
semantics a lso  regards the word as a semantic un it, so that semantic 
featu res are somehow sub-verbal (though they must be semantic substantive  
un iversals, presumably: Katz 1970 ta lk s  of a "concept store" which i s  
input to the dictionary component o f h is model). However, even i f ,  as 
Peterson 1973:37 sq. avers, Katz's features are psychological concepts, 
the fa c t  remains that Bruner et a l .  1956 i s  unacknowledged in  most TG 
lite r a tu r e . In fa c t , Katz 1972:3& sq. e x p l ic it ly  d isso c ia tes  the terra 
concept from any psychological construct: "concepts are abstract e n t it ie s  
. . .  They are not elements in  the process of th inking, but rather the 
objective content of thought processes, which i s  'capable of being the 
common property o f several th inkers'."  I am not at a l l  sure whether th is  
d is t in c t io n  has any rea l substance, but i t  at le a s t  ind ica tes that Katz 
b e liev es  there to  be a d ifference between semantic concepts and psycho­
lo g ic a l ones.
An example from M. Lewis 1936, quoted by Werner and Kaplan (1963), 
seems to confirm that concept acq u isition  in  early  language development 
proceeds by the gradual refin in g  of se ts  of a ttr ib u tes . (7a) gives the  
stages and ages at which a ch ild  acquired a se t of animal-words. (7b)
provides, in  simple conjunctive terms, what appearsto be the content o f  
each word at i t s  d ifferen t s ig n ifica n t stages. The so -ca lled  "concepts" 
(or "attributes" in  Bruner e t a l . ' s  terms) in  (7b) are a l l  them selves, o f  
course, r e la t iv e ly  complex. I w il l  d iscuss th is  problem presently .
Notice, though, that the ch ild  apparently entertains and re jec ts  hypotheses 
about the semantic scope appropriate to a w rd; at one tim e, /g o g i /  appar­
en tly  means a small animal o f indeterminate kind (and excluding cats and 
cowsJ) while /h o sh / means a large animal.
7. (a) Development o f a ch ild 's  animal-vocabulary:
AGE Cat Cow Horse Large dog Small dog Toy dog
1-9, 11 
1- 10,18 
1- 11, 1 
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-  After Werner and Kaplan (1963:117), o r ig in a lly  from M. Lewis (1936:216).
(b) "Concepts" involved:















CAT CAT. CAT, CAT. COW
SMALL DOG COW. HORSE
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HORSE HORSE, LARGE DOG HORSE
There seems to  be some psychological evidence for the ex isten ce of 
semantic primes o f some kind, therefore. (And see Bourne 1966 for a 
u sefu l survey of th eories o f conceptual behaviour. He a lso  makes a 
suggestive comparison between conceptual behaviour and lin g u is t ic  
behaviouri
"Attributes are the particu lar, usually p o in t-a t-ab le , 
q u a lit ie s  o f th ings; words are th e ir  signs or la b e ls . A 
conceptual rule i s  a veh icle  for generating sen sib le  
stimulus groupings, given a set o f a ttr ib u tes; likew ise  
grammatical ru les generate a meaningful ordering o f words. . .
There i s  no im plication here o f an id en tity  of l in g u is t ic  
and conceptual systems", (o p . c i t . i l07) )»
I f  semantic primes do have psychological counterparts, (and space prevents 
me from further in v estig a tio n  in  the present work), then we may bear in  
mind Arnold Zwicky's words (1972:105): "It i s  time to  move from questions 
of generative power to  questions of sim p licity  w ithin a descriptive frame­
work, and to  inform th is  in v estig a tio n  with considerations of psychological 
r e a lity " .
Thus, a l l  e lse  being equal, "we should lik e  to accept the le a st  
’powerful' theory that i s  em pirically adequate", (Chomsky 1965:62). Much 
research in  recent years has been devoted to  the task  of restrain ing the 
power of transform ational grammar, in  order to  characterize a l l  and only 
natural human languages, and to  d istin gu ish  them naturally from a l l  other 
possib le outputs o f an unrestrained TG. These r e s tr ic tio n s  may be in tern a l 
(such as se lf-co n sisten cy , isomorphism, economy) or external (e .g.  evidence
from psychology, or sociology, or a theory of s itu a t io n ) . Thus a theory 
of language constrained by such external evidence would, a l l  e lse  being 
equal, be le s s  powerful, and therefore more adequate, than one not so 
constrained.
I sh a ll henceforth assume th at my semantic primes are equivalent to  
(represent) cognitive primes (or a t le a s t  structured c lu sters  o f them), 
or "concepts'1 (although the elements I have in  mind -  in  both senses -  
would be more lik e  Bruner et a l . or Bourne's "attributes" than th e ir  
"concepts"). However, the question of whether these are cognitive elements 
or th eo re tica l constructs i s ,  at le a st  at the le v e l of descrip tive adequacy, 
which i s  a l l  that the present study would claim, quite unimportant to the 
basic th e s is , set out in  subsequent section s.
Bartsch and Vennemann (1972:10-28) make a ser ie s  of wide-ranging and 
p o ten tia lly  damaging cr itic ism s of GS based mainly on the fa ir ly  recent 
work of George Lakoff (esp ec ia lly  1972a) and James McCawley (esp ec ia lly  
1970a). However, th e ir  potency i s  v it ia ted  f i r s t ly  by th e ir  fa ls e  notions 
about the aims and notation o f GS, and secondly by th e ir  misplaced fa ith  
in  the cap ab ility  of a conventional lo g ic a l notation (backed up with 
Model Theory) to  provide a semantic representation of natural language.
Their basic cr itic ism  i s  that the generative sem antieists admit 
"as arguments o f predicates sentences ind iscrim inately with variables  
and constants for individuals", (p .14)* Because of th is ,  they claim that 
the formulae of a GS notation are in  principle im possible to  in terpret, 
for the reason that the S formative stands for "several sem antically  
rad ica lly  d ifferen t structures". This would make i t  impossible to  form­
ulate any single rule of in terp retation  for S.
I t  may with some ju stice  be remarked that one o f the great weaknesses 
of lo g ic a l notation as applied to natural language i s  i t s  handling of 
embedding, x^hich in  most v a r ie t ie s  of notation requires a clumsy system 
of bound variables and bracketing. To give an extreme example, in  
C ressw ell's notation (Cresswell 1973:164), the sentence:
8 . (a) John and Arabella run and jump, 
receives the lo g ic a l deep structure;
0 > ) < <  A ,  y < o , i >  ;  «  A ,  x  <0 ,0 ,0 ,  i «  A , x < o t > X <  A , y < o / o l > > j  
O f c t o  <  A ,  X < 0 ;< 0 1>>; < < < *  < o , < o . l » ,  *<=.*>>> * < o ,0,o> ,
<y<o,<o.i» ,  y<o,i>»/>> sm<£x<0j<0 , x<o.i>>, x <000>,
< y < o ,< ° . l » ,  y < e , l > » » Argibelto>/ ’ EJi!2»  o n d » , j™ E>- ' ’
As Cresswell him self remarks, th is  "is a monster and would need to be 
extraordinarily  w e ll motivated to  be the deep structure o f anything*1. 
We might add that th is  i s  not even a grammatically complex sentence; 
Cresswell appears s a t is f ie d  with notations for complex structures of 
not much le s s  involvedness, e .g .
9. (a) John wants a man to  sing, 
in  i t s  particu larized  sense, has the lo g ic a l deep structure, according 
to  Cresswell:
a "shallow structure" more d ir e c tly  rela ted  to (9a ), the "surface structure" 
(h is debt to  l in g u is t ic  terminology i s  obvious). This functions rather 
lik e  a deletion-transform ation, presumably, pruning the form of the stru ct­
ure, but leaving i t s  in terp re ta b ility  in ta c t .
T h e  d e e p  s t r u c t u r e  ( 9 b )  m ay  b e  f u l l y  s p e c i f i c  s e m a n t i c a l l y  ( e x c l u d i n g  
c o n t e x t u a l  i n f o r m a t i o n )  -  a n d  C r e s s w e l l  i s  v e r y  w e l l ,  a w a r e  o f  m u c h  r e c e n t  
w o r k  i n  l i n g u i s t i c s  -  b u t  i t  i s  n o t ,  o f  c o u r s e ,  v e r y  m u c h  l i k e  t h e  s y n ­
t a c t i c  s t r u c t u r e  w h i c h  i s  c o n v e n t i o n a l l y  a s s i g n e d  t o  s u c h  a  s e n t e n c e :
in  which an S underlies a man to  sing, and the surface form i s  derived 
via  a ra is in g  operation. However, i t  should be said immediately that the
tio n s  of (9a); i t  i s  adequate only in  a model which downgrades semantic 
inform ation at the categorial le v e l .  Thus apart from the two senses which
( b )  < J o h n ,  m a s ,




conventional tree  (9c) i s  not adequate to capture the various in terp reta-
C r e s s w e l l  a c c o u n t s  f o r ,  t h e  p a r t i c u l a r i z i n g  o n e  o f  ( 9 b ) ,  a n d  t h e  s t i p u l a t i v e  
s e n s e  i n  w h i c h  a n y  o b j e c t  w i l l  s a t i s f y  J o h n ' s  r e q u i r e m e n t s ,  p r o v i d e d  t h a t  
i t  i s  a  m a n , t h e r e  a r e  v a r i o u s  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  i n  w h i c h  a  m an  t o  s i n g  i s  
i n t e r p r e t e d  a s  a  s i n g l e  u n i t ,  f u n c t i o n i n g  a s  t h e  o b j e c t  o f  J o h n ' s  d e s i r e .  
T h i s  g i v e s  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  s e n s e s :
9. (d) John wants someone to sing, namely a certa in  man;
( e )  J o h n  w a n t s  s o m e o n e  t o  s i n g ,  w ho m u s t  b e  a  m a n ;
( f )  J o h n  w a n t s  s o m e t h i n g ,  n a m e l y  a  c e r t a i n  m a n  t o  s i n g ;
( g )  J o h n  w a n t s  s o m e t h i n g ,  n a m e l y  s o m e o n e  w ho  m u s t  b e  a  m a n  t o
s i n g .
R e l a t i n g  t h e s e  t o  ( 9 c ) ,  we c a n  i m m e d i a t e l y  s e e  t h a t  t h e  a m b i g u i t i e s  r e s i d e  
i n  t h e  e m b e d d e d  S  c o n s t i t u e n t ,  w h i c h  c o v e r s  t h e  f o u r  d i f f e r e n t  s e n s e s  o f  
t h e  c o m p l e m e n t s  o f  w a n t  i n  ( 9 d - g ) . I t  c o u l d ,  o f  c o u r s e ,  b e  s p e c i f i e d  t o  
g i v e  t h e  n e c e s s a r y  d i f f e r e n t  c o m p l e x  s t r u c t u r e s  e x p r e s s i n g  ( 9d - g ) ,  b u t  
a s  a  s t r u c t u r e  r e q u i r i n g  a  s e m a n t i c  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  t h e  c o n s t i t u e n t  S 
w o u ld  s t i l l  ( a n d  i n d e e d  a  f o r t i o r i ) ,  f a i l  t o  m e e t  B a r t s c h  a n d  V e n n e m a n n 's  
c r i t i c i s m  m e n t i o n e d  a b o v e .  B u t ,  a n d  t h i s  i s  my p o i n t ,  B a r t s c h  a n d  
V e n n e m a n n 's  c r i t i c i s m  o n l y  h o l d s  i f  S i s  t a k e n  t o  b e  a n  a r g u m e n t  o f  t h e  
s a m e  k i n d  a s  ( x , y ) ,  i . e .  a s  a  v a r i a b l e  w h o s e  m e a n i n g  i s  s e p a r a t e l y  d e f i n e d  
f o r  e a c h  s t r u c t u r e ,  a n d  w h i c h  i s  a  s i m p l e  NP i n  a l l  t h e  e x a m p l e s  g i v e n .
But, o f course, S i s  meant to be a constituent o f a d ifferen t type from 
(x, y ), (though sharing some of th eir  properties). In fa c t , S together  
with x  and y i s  id e n tic a l with C ressw ell's category o f "names": in  which 
"the values of th ings .*• have no r e s tr ic tio n s  placed on them. This i s  
unlike the category o f sentences whose values are propositions. There i s  
no reason why propositions should not be named, or anything e lse  for that 
matter", (o p .c i t :66) .  I t  should be said that Cresswell i s  probably ta lk ing  
about citation-form s o f propositions rather than embedded sentences, and 
in  h is subsequent p ractice, he trea ts  a l l  nominals as predicates, with 
( x ,  y) variables as arguments; (proper nouns, however, he trea ts  as 
constants). Moreover, h is  treatment o f embedded Ss, as example (9) shows, 
takes them to f a l l  in to  the scope o f a lo g ic a l operator (e .g . th a t♦ th a t1 
or iu f ) which has a syntactic  value, but does not a lte r  the semantic con­
te n t . But h is  "semantic rules" simply resta te  the fam iliar conditions on 
transformations (e .g . the id en tity  condition) in  a le s s  transparent nota­
tio n . Otherwise, so far  as the actual content o f  propositions i s  concerned, 
C ressw ell's m odel-theoretic ru les simply provide a device for ascertaining
the truth (in  some p ossib le  world) o f the proposition; thus, ta lk ing of
h is  ru les for nominals, he says:
"Take a predicate lik e  runs £  TVo.i>. Then < John, runs> w il l  be 
true i f f  V (runs) has the (higher-order) property o f being 
in sta n tia ted  by John, ju st as < someone, runs> i s  true i f f  V 
(runs) has the property o f being in stan tia ted  by someone.
Given that Fj contains, say, Johnp, designating John, [the rule] 
says th a t< John, runs> i s  to  be true ( i . e . ,  runs i s  among the  
predicates true of John) i f f < runs, John*> i s  true ( i . e . ,  i f f  
John s a t i s f ie s  the predicate runs)"t (o p .c i t :132).
I t  should be noted, however, that h is ru les t e l l  us nothing of the semantic
content o f runs, which a l in g u is t ic  theory of meaning would require. Nor 
does he provide in  princip le  a way of assigning meaning to  a variable (in
the general sense) such as John. Nor do h is ru les t e l l  us how the meanings
of John and runs in teract with each other. Thus G ressw ell's "semantic 
rules" su ffer  from p rec ise ly  the same lim ita tio n s as Crossley e t  a l ' s  
m odel-theoretic ru les  discussed above. Much the same can be said, X 
b eliev e , o f the attempts by other log ic ian s to represent meaning using 
lo g ic a l notions and notations. (Lewis (1972:174 sq. and 213 sqq.) 
d istin gu ish es between exten sion s, which are the referen ces, or more 
generally, the truth-determ ining conditions, of a word or sentences; and 
in d ic e s , which are packages of other factors a ffec tin g  these conditions, 
e .g . s itu a tio n , se ttin g , e tc . However, he s t i l l  does not analyse, or 
provide for , the cognitive meaning of language, unless h is "definition"  
of pig (p .203) may be taken seriou sly: "every pig i s  a pig and an animal 
and grunts" (and (p .204): "the character of the u n iversa lly  generic p ig . . .  
i s  the set having as members ju st those properties that every pig has as 
properties"). Apparently he intends us indeed to  take th is  seriously: 
"appropriate extensions for noun phrases are characters, e ith er  ind ividual 
or generic" (ib id *) .  But the trouble with such approaches to meaning i s  
th e ir  v u ln erab ility  to  t r iv ia l  fa ls i f ic a t io n , e .g . by producing a pig that 
never grunts. And i f  the grunting o f a pig i s  said to  be a contingent 
rather than a necessary a ttr ib u te , the lin g u is t  may reto rt that the lang­
uage (and i t s  speakers) ignores the d is t in c t io n ) .
I have tr ie d  to show, therefore, that lo g ic ia n 's  treatments o f ( i)  
embedded Ss, and ( i i )  cognitive content are inadequate. The symbol S, I 
would suggest, i s  used by Lakoff, and others, not as a variable having 
a constant or a predicate as i t s  predicate, but as a variable having a 
proposition as i t s  predicate. Thus, in  (9), John £ x  (or 'x i s  John'),
j u s t  a s  a  m a n  s i n g  £  S i  ( o r  ' S i  i s  a  m a n  s i n g 1) : t h e  p i e c e s  o f  l a n g u a g e  
a r e  i n s t a n c e s  o f  t h e  v a r i a b l e  a n d  a r e  r e a l l y  c i t a t i o n - f o r m s .  I n  f a c t ,  
i f  w e e x a m i n e  B a r t s c h  a n d  V e n n e m a n n 's  p r a c t i c e  ( a s  o p p o s e d  t o  t h e i r  p r e ­
s c r i p t ) ,  we f i n d  t h a t  t h e y  t o o  u s e  s u c h  s y m b o l s ,  a s  s o o n  a s  t h e y  t r a n s l a t e  
l o g i c a l  f o r m u l a e  i n t o  t r e e s ,  e . g . :
1 0 .  ( a )  M . . M , N
f  (x) >  f  (y)
D D
( b )
(Bartsch and Vennemann 
1972:73 sq .)
Quite ev idently , the symbols p, Ci and C2 > which do not appear in  (10a),
Mfunction simply as node-markers. This embodies the statements that f   ^ (x) 
i s  a C i , i . e .  ( f  ^ (x)) (C i) and that f  ^ (y) i s  a C2 , i . e .  ( f  (y)) (Og), 
and that both of these and the re la tio n  constitu te  a p* The most that
can be said against these node-symbols, then, i s  that they are superfluous. 
One cannot say that a notation containing them i s  in correct, or that they  
make the notation "impossible to  salvage" (op. c i t : p .14)5 merely that i t  
i s  not as economical as possib le in  terms of a s e r ia l notation: however, 
as soon as a two-dimensional notation i s  required, such symbols become 
necessary. Furthermore, as has been well-known in  l in g u is t ic s  since at 
le a s t  1965, such symbols represent the recursive function in  generative 
ru les: embedded S i s  configurationally  id en tica l with topmost S, but 
functions lik e  a constituent of topmost S. Logical notation of the con­
ventional type represents embedding by means of bracketing (e .g . Carnap 
1947:131:
11 . (a) 'Hs' ('S co tt i s  human');
(b) 'O(Hs)' ( ' i t  i s  possib le that Scott i s  human');
(c) 'J (0 (^ s))' ('John b e lieves that i t  i s  p ossib le  that Scott 
i s  human')).
Thus, in  ( lib )  and (c ), the terms included in  the outermost brackets
function, in  th e ir  to t a l i ty ,  id e n tic a lly  with the term .s in  ( l l a ) ,  v iz .
as arguments.
4•13 Configurational assumptions
The hypothesis concerning semantic primes which I propose to  fo llow , 
therefore, i s  that they are equivalent in  some as yet undefined way to  
the perceptual and conceptual d is tin c tio n s  made by human beings. At the 
le v e l  of semantic primes, such d is tin c tio n s  as word, phrase. c lau se , 
s entence, discourse do not e x is t .  However, semantic primes do not occur 
in  "unstructured heaps", but in  structured configurations, whose properties  
w ill  form the concern of most of the remainder o f th is  chapter. I t  i s ,  
of course, w ell known that phrases, clauses and sentences have structure, 
and most lin g u is ts  these days would also  admit th at discourses have structure. 
When I t  comes to words, however, the s itu a tio n  i s  not so c lear; of course, 
compounds and polymorphemic words have a certa in  structure (though perhaps 
there i s  more structural ambiguity with compounds than there i s  with 
clauses: see Lees I960), but monomorphemic words cannot be said obviously  
to  exh ib it th is  property (even phonological structure i s  not a property of 
words, but o f s y l la b le s ) . Furthermore, the trad ition a lly -recogn ized  struc­
ture of c lau ses, sentences, e tc . has always been a configuration of word- 
cla s s e s , whose semantic content, i f  any, i s  so generalized as to  be v irtua lly , 
non-existen t, (though Lyons 1968:317 sqq., for example, argues that at the 
core o f each o f the major word-classes at le a st  there l i e s  a semantic prop­
erty) . Chomsky 1965 refined the tra d itio n a l word-classes (or at le a st  the 
major ones) by introducing the idea of subcategories, but these were s t i l l ,  
in  h is  view (though not in  the view o f McCawley 1968a) purely syn tactic  
categories.
I t  has been one of the most in terestin g  achievements of GS (and such 
of i t s  predecessors as U riel Weinreich) to  show that in  terms o f semantic 
structure there i s  no d ifference in  princip le between words and phrases, 
clauses e t c . ,  and that those syntactic  d is tin c tio n s  are comparatively 
su p e r fic ia l. However, semantic structures are s t i l l  structures; the 
d ifference between them and syntactic  structures, as I suggest in  section  
4 . 11, i s  that the term inal symbols (at le a st:  c f .  my d iscussion  on the 
use o f S in  sec tio n  4*12) represent meaning d ir e c t ly , whereas the term inal 
symbols in , say, the Aspects ca tegoria l component are con ten t-free . Then 
words, phrases, c lauses e tc . are taken in  GS to  be derived l in g u is t ic  
forms associated  with particu lar configurations or sub-configurations of  
semantic elements, and not simply b ite -s iz e d  sense-chunks inserted  into  
hitherto meaningless syn tactic  configurations whose ultim ate meaning i s
seen as a Fregean compositional function of the meanings o f i t s  parts. 
This, the Katzian and Aspects view, im plies ( i)  that word-meaning i s  of 
a fundamentally- d ifferen t character from phrase-, c la u se-, e tc . meaning 
-  although as Lakoff 1971:269 points out, Chomsky 1970 adopts "without 
fanfare" the opposite assumption -  and ( i i )  that there i s  no structural 
s im ila r ity  between words and phrases e tc . of id en tica l or sim ilar meaning. 
Both o f these in te r p r e tiv is t  assumptions w il l  be challenged in  the present 
work.
The assumptions which underlie the configurational structure proposed 
in  the next sec tio n  include the following:
( i )  that a l l  semantic information i s  represented before the
ap p lication  of any transform ational ru les , i . e .  that trans­
formations are meaning-preserving;
( i i )  th at the so -ca lled  "grammatical rela tion s" , upon which the 
projection  rules of in ter p r e tiv is t  th eories are based (see 
Ch. VI for discussion) are in  r e a lity  su p er fic ia l re la tio n ­
ships o f derived structure, representing convergences of 
basic semantic r o le s , such as agent, neuter. dative, bene­
f i c i a ry. location , purpose e tc . These each have complex 
s itu a tio n a l meanings which ought to  be defined in  the theory, 
since these are substantive u n iversals. However, I sh a ll  
regard them here as semantic prim itives;
( i i i )  I sh a ll a lso  assume the VSQ order (or the "Polish" notation  
of formal lo g ic ; c f .  McCawley 1970c, 1972a). Though nothing 
substantive depends on th is ,  i t  does sim plify  the statement 
of some transformations (e .g . P red icate-ra isin g) . A very 
in terestin g  paper by Anita Hochster (1973), however, argues 
for  the n ecessity  of a VP node in  order to  unify the three 
ra isin g  ru les mentioned in  McCawley 1970c (Subject-, Predicate-, 
and Neg-Raising), a lso , presumably (though she does not mention 
th is )  to  allow  for p r e -le x ica l structures in  which a Pred + 
"object" i s  raised to a Pred to form a p o ten tia lly  le x ic a l iz -  
able subtree, (e .g . puncture (x, y ) : CAUSE (x (LOSE (y, a ir ) ) ) ,  
i  .e. OAUSE-LOSB-a ir  (x, y ) ) . However, her argument requires 
that le x ic a liz a t io n  takes place p o s t-c y c lic a lly , so that 
Verb-Subject- -Inversion (a p o s t-c y c lic a l rule (McCawley 1970c) 
which y ie ld s  the su p er fic ia l SVO order; a lso  ca lled  Subject 
Formation in  Bach 1971, and by Hochster), could be ordered
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before i t ,  to  give a VP constituent, thus enabling, for  
instance, the constituent LQSS-air in  the above example to  
be sp ec if ied . Also, as she points out (p .24) , there i s  
nothing in  McCawley1s arguments to prevent SGV or VOS 
orders, in  which a VP constituent might be discerned. I 
sh a ll actu a lly  assume a V Argument Argument Argument . . .  
order at the deepest le v e l, and since my model allows for  
some p o st- and inter-transform ational le x ic a liz a t io n  (see 
figure (2) section  4 . I I ) ,  Hochster^ m odifications could 
s t i l l  apply. I sh a ll return to  her argument for a un ified  
Raising ru le , in  the next section;
(iv ) Despite arguments to  the contrary (Grinder 1972, Kimball 
1972b, Koutsoudas 1972, Ringen 1972), 1 s h a ll assume the 
existence of both the transformational cycle and rule order­
ing in  the grammar, (though I sh a ll rarely  have need to  refer  
to  them). George Lalcoff (1972b) makes the point th at, given  
a stra ight choice between the cycle (which i s  a universal 
princip le) and ex tr in s ic  ordering (an ad hoc blocking d evice), 
the former must be preferable. However, in  a l l  the arguments 
contra ex tr in s ic  ordering, I have never seen the simplest case 
discussed, namely that of the re flex iv e  v is -a -v is  the impera­
t iv e ;  the cycle does not enter into th is  question, since  
r e f le x iv iz a tio n  and im perativization n ecessarily  take place 
on the same cycle , and, i t  seems to me, n ecessarily  in  that 
order. I can see no a lternative to the princip le  of ex tr in s ic  
ordering at le a s t  in  th is  case. But since the c y c lic  prin­
c ip le  i s  an extremely elegant, and, I b e liev e , indispensable 
device in  such ru les as R aising. I have retained th is  notion, 
too .
Before proceeding on to  the proposed rules them selves, I want to make some 
more points about assumption ( i i ) ,  the introduction of ro les  in to  the con­
figu ration a l component. In  GS terms (and of course in  in te r p r e tiv is t  terms, 
too) th is  i s  the main innovation o f these ru les, though others writing in  
a GS framework have a lso  recognized the n ecessity  of role-marking (p artic­
u larly  van Dijk 1972, Landerman and Frantz 1972).
In sec tio n  1 .3 , I have already made the point, too , that sem antically- 
sp ecified  arguments are preferable to  the conventionally ordered variables
o f lo g ic a l notation. Given the usual fa c ile  examples in  philosophical 
argumentation ("Scott wrote Waverley". and a l l  the r e s t ) ,  then the 
id e n t if ic a t io n  of the f i r s t  variable, as "subject" and the second as 
"object" i s  probably su ff ic ie n t  (although even here we note that Waverley 
i s  presumably a Result rather than Neutral (or Patient as i t  i s  sometimes 
c a lle d )) . However, as soon as more complex sentences are taken into  
account (even minimally more complex), then th is  conventional (and usually  
ta c it )  assignment o f ro les  i s  found to be completely inadequate. The 
variables are seen to  represent a number of d ifferen t ro le -re la tio n sh ip s , 
given the formula P (a, b ), with a variety  of d ifferen t natural language 
predicates in  the P p osition :
12. (a) KICK (a, b ), ( a s  Agent, b = Neutral)
(b) RECEIVE (a, b ), (a = B eneficiary, b = Neutral)
(c) USE (a, b ), (a -  Agent, b -  Instrument)
(a) OPEN (a, b ), (a = Agent, b = Neutral) or
(a = Instrument, b s  Neutral)
'(e) MAKE (a, b ), (a -  Agent, b -  Result)
(f) REMIND (a, b), (a -  Agent, b -  Dative) or
(a = Neutral, b = Dative)
(These role-assignm ents are merely in d ica tiv e , and may in  r e a lity  be much 
more complex. See Fillmore 1968, 1969a, 1971a, Langendoen 1970, N ilsen  
1972; on remind, see Postal 1970). To th is  extent, then, lo g ic a l notation  
i s  only adequate when empty (given the assumption that a l l  lo g ic a l predi­
cates have a fix ed  rela tion sh ip  -  of whatever kind -  with th e ir  v a r ia b le s ). 
As soon as i t  i s  used for natural language (and even including, as we have 
seen, the usual s im p listic  examples), conventional lo g ic a l notation, when 
unmarked for r o le s , i s  in e x p lic it  and not uniquely in terp retab le .
The second point I wish to ra ise  concerns the notion of grammatical 
re la tio n s . Jerrold Katz, in  h is  1970 a r t ic le , quite properly questions  
how the semantic structures advocated by such generative sem anticists as 
McCawley orig in ate, though h is d iscussion  and conclusions on th is  point 
seem to me to  be most dubious. He erects a sort o f Morton’s Fork of an 
argument by which on the one hand McCawley*s in d ices cry p tica lly  represent 
grammatical r e la tio n s , or on the other the predicate-calcu lus type of 
analysis represents p rec ise ly  the reverse o f the in terp reta tive  semantic 
an a lysis , and therefore i s  a mere "notational variant". This i s  not the  
occasion to  argue the merits or demerits of such remarks (though I hope
to  do th is  in  a forthcoming paper (forthcoming a ) ) .  A ll I want to do here 
i s  to  point out (for d iscussion , see Ch. VI) that Katz i s  operating in  the  
stubborn b e l ie f  that what he c a lls  "grammatical relations"  are in  fa c t  
syntactic  in  nature. There i s  so much counter-evidence to th is  idea, 
presented for example by Fillmore, in  several p laces, that i t  does not 
need arguing again here. However, Chomsky's arguments against Fillmore
(Chomsky 1972a mainly, but a lso  1970) should be assessed at th is  point.
I a g r e e  w i t h  so m e  o f  h i s  c r i t i c i s m s :  t h e  c a s e  s y s t e m  i s  c l e a r l y  n o t  t h e  
sa m e  a s  s e m a n t i c  s t r u c t u r e .  H o w e v e r ,  C h o m sk y  g o e s  o n  f r o m  h i s  d e m o n s t r a t i o n  
o f  t h i s  t o  c l a i m ,  w i t h o u t  a t t e m p t i n g  s p e c i f i c  s u b s t a n t i a t i o n  o f  a n y  k i n d ,  
t h a t  " t h e  r e l e v a n t  s e m a n t i c  p r o p e r t i e s . . .  [ a r e ]  s t a t a b l e  o n l y  a t . . .  t h e  
l e v e l  o f  d e e p  s t r u c t u r e "  ( l 9 7 2 a : 1 7 5 ) .  B u t  t h i s  i s  b y  n o  m e a n s  a  n e c e s s a r y  
c o n c l u s i o n :  i n  f a c t ,  t h e  s a m e  a r g u m e n t s  m i g h t  e q u a l l y  w e l l  b e  u s e d  b y  a  
g e n e r a t i v e  s e m a n t i c i s t  t o  p r o v e  t h a t  s e m a n t i c  s t r u c t u r e  w a s  " d e e p e r "  t h a n  
c a s e  r e l a t i o n s .
In fa c t , some of Chomsky's subsequent arguments 'seem dubious to me.
He argues that (my numbering):
13*  ( a )  C a r u s o  b r o k e  t h e  w in d o w  w i t h  h i s  v o i c e ,  
h a s  tw o  c a s e  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n s :
( b )  [V , b r e a k ] ,  [ o b j ,  t h e  w in d o w ] . [ i n s t r ,  C a r u s o  * s - v o i c e l
(c) [7, break], [obj, the windoi l^ , [ in s tr , v o ice ], [agent, Caruso]
and yet i s  not ambiguous, since i t  always means, according to Chomsky, 
Caruso's voice broke the window. But the dual p o s s ib il ity  o f case rep­
resentation  fa ls e ly  predicts ambiguity. From th is ,  he argues that the 
"sem antically s ig n ifica n t grammatical relations"  have nothing to do with 
case structure, since d ifferences o f case structure apparently do not 
correspond to  d ifferen ces of meaning. But Chomsky i s  mistaken in  th is :
( 13a )  c l e a r l y  i s  a m b i g u o u s ,  s i n c e  t h e  d a m a g e  c a n  b e  i n t e n t i o n a l  o r  
u n i n t e n t i o n a l .  T h i s  m ay  b e  d e m o n s t r a t e d  b y  p r e f a c i n g  t h e  s e n t e n c e  w i t h
For a b e t. . . , or another phrase presupposing in ten tion:
1 3 .  ( a ' )  I n t e n t i o n a l l y , ^
For a bet, V Caruso broke the windo\j with h is  vo ice . 
Unwittingly, J
T h i s  t h e n  r e s t r i c t s  t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  t o  ( 1 3 c ) ,  i n  w h i c h  C a r u s o  i s  t h e  
a g e n t  a n d  t h e r e f o r e  t h e  i n t e n d i n g  m o v e r  o f  t h e  a c t i o n .  W i t h o u t  t h e  v o l -  
i t i v e  p h r a s e ,  h o w e v e r ,  t h e  s e n t e n c e  i s  a m b i g u o u s  b e t w e e n  t h e  i n t e n t i o n a l  
s e n s e  a n d  t h e  a c c i d e n t a l  s e n s e  o t h e r w i s e  e x p r e s s e d  a s :
1 3 .  ( d )  C a r u s o ' s  v o i c e  b r o k e  t h e  w in d o w ,
and th is  sense* n otice, cannot he prefaced by a v o lit iv e  phrase:
13. (d ') s For a b e t \  n , , ,  . ,e^c r  Caruso' s voice broke the window.
This completely n u l l i f ie s  Chomsky's argument at th is  point, which i s  iron ic  
in  that he has ju st used an ambiguity of p rec ise ly  the same sort (p .177) 
to  demonstrate a rela tionsh ip  between Su bject-position  and Agent-case.
He also  considers the sentences:
244 (a) Mary pinched John on the nose,
(b) Mary pinched John's nose,
(a') *Mary pulled John on the nose,
(bb) Mary pulled John's nose, 
in  re la tio n  to  the idea that i t  i s  the syntactic  context o f the verbs 
pinch and p u ll which determines th is  d is t in c tio n . He notes that instead  
of (24a ') ,  the sentence Mary pulled John by the nose does e x is t , but that 
since i t  has a d ifferen t meaning, i t  must have a very d ifferen t source. 
However, i t  i s  for many speakers, at le a s t , ambiguous between JMary pulled  
John, by p u lling  h is nose', which i s  presumably how Chomsky has interpreted  
i t ,  and 'Mary pulled John's nose', i . e .  a sense which i s  fu l ly  analogous 
to  (14a ) . So at le a st  for some speakers, these two verbs are not syntact­
ic a l ly  d ifferen tia ted  in  the way Chomsky suggests. But suppose we accept 
Ghomsky's data. Does th is  n ecessarily  force us to accept h is conclusion  
also? 1 would argue that i t  does not, since Chomsky has shackled him self 
to  the assumption that syntactic  d is tin ctio n s  are priorj he therefore does 
not bother to  argue h is case, but simply assumes that i f  Fillmore i s  proved 
to  be wrong, then he i s  ipso fa c to r igh t. But the mere existence o f a 
syntactic  d is t in c t io n  -  for some speakers -  does not constitu te  proof of 
Chomsky’s p osition , nor does he vouchsafe us any explanation for the 
d istin ctio n : apparently, i t  just i s .  D istin ction s between pinch and p u ll 
there cer ta in ly  are: but i t  i s  the contention of GS that such d is tin c tio n s  
have th e ir  root and essence in  the d ifferen t meanings which the forms are 
associated  with. Consider the type of actions which pinch and p u ll denote. 
For pinching, the instrument used must have two opposing parts (e .g . thumb 
and fin ger , p incers, p lie r s , a c losing  door), the action  i s  a certa in  
c losin g , and sometimes tw istin g  movement, usually  applied by an agent, and 
the object, which i s  often  animate, but not n ecessarily  so, i s  a small 
surface area at the point of contact. For pu llin g , the instrument used 
may be muscular, mechanical or gravitation al in  nature, and the action
i n v o l v e s  a  d r a w i n g  m o t i o n  u p o n  t h e  w h o le  o f  t h e  o b j e c t  s p e c i f i e d .  T h i s  
h a s  c e r t a i n  c o n s e q u e n c e s .  T h u s ,  (1 4 & ) a n d  ( 14b )  b o t h  e n t a i l  t h a t  M ary- 
p i n c h e d  J o h n ,  t h o u g h  t h e  r e v e r s e  d o e s  n o t  h o l d ,  s i n c e  M a r y  p i n c h e d  J o h n  
n e c e s s a r i l y  i m p l i e s  ' n o t  t h e  w h o le  o f  J o h n ’ ,  b u t  ’ so m e  s m a l l  a r e a  o f  
J o h n ' .  ( 14b 1) ,  o n  t h e  o t h e r  h a n d ,  d o e s  n o t  n e c e s s a r i l y  e n t a i l  t h a t  M a r y  
p u l l e d  J o h n ,  t h o u g h  i t  m i g h t  i n  f a c t  b e  t h e  c a s e .  B u t  i f  M a ry  p i n c h e s  
J o h n  o n  t h e  n o s e ,  s h e  a l s o  p i n c h e s  h i s  n o s e ,  h i s  f a c e ,  a n d  i n d e e d  J o h n :  
i n  f a c t ,  a n y  p a r t  o f  J o h n  w h i c h  c o n t a i n s  t h e  s p e c i f i e d  o b j e c t  i n a l i e n a b l y .
I f ,  however, Mary p u lls  John by the hair, she does not n ecessarily  p u ll 
h is head, or John him self -  un less, that i s ,  the sentence i s  to  be under­
stood in  the sense ’Mary pulled John, by pu lling h is  h a ir 1. In other 
words, the use of p u ll which most resembles pinch i s  the one which Chomsky 
dism isses as having "a very d ifferen t source”i In both cases, the action  
i s  applied to  a part, but e n ta ils  an e ffe c t  on the whole. The d ifferen ces  
(e .g . on as opposed to by) ar ise  out of the d ifferen t natures o f the actions, 
i . e .  they are semantic: you cannot p u ll somebody on the nose for the simple 
reason that pu lling  involves the whole o f the object sp ec ified , whereas 
’on’ refers to  a small part o f the surface of the object sp ec if ied . For 
th is  semantic reason, therefore, certa in  prepositions may be used with 
pinch, since they refer  to  part of an a r t ic le , but not with p u ll . This 
explains Chomsky’s example (as Chomsky him self f a i l s  to  do):
15*  ( a )  M a r y  p i n c h e d  J o h n  n e a r  t h e  n o s e ,  b e h i n d  h i s  l e f t  e a r ,  e t c .
(b) ^Mary pulled John near the nose, behind the l e f t  ear, e tc .
I am arguing, th erefore, th at any syntactic  d ifferen ces between the two 
items -  and those claimed by Chomsky are by no means universal among 
speakers of English -  resu lt from a semantic d is t in c t io n  to do with 
differen ces in  the nature o f the actions denoted.
F illm ore’s arguments are, i t  seems to  me, p erfectly  v a lid  i f  one 
takes the notion of case relation sh ip s as a su b stitu te  for  that of 
grammatical rela tion sh ip s (and not as representing "semantic structure", 
which involves much more -  much more, indeed, than we at present know). 
Jackendoff’s "functional" component in  h is variety  o f EST appears to me 
to  comprise an im p lic it recognition  of the inadequacy of "inferring"  
grammatical re la tio n s from categoria l configurations; in  th is  respect, 
as I sh a ll subsequently suggest (see Ch. VI), Jackendoff's model i s  
c loser  to GS, and certa in ly  to  Fillmore, than i s  Chomsky’s.
Fillm ore’s evidence, however, demonstrates that Katz's basic grammatical 
re la tio n s are derived from a small number of semantic ro les , in  various 
combinations, and are therefore very su p erfic ia l in  nature. Thus, fo r  Katz 
to say that McCawley's in&exical markings must conceal some stip u la tio n  of 
grammatical rela tion sh ip s i s  rea lly  to say that they should express a 
hypothesis about particular Arguments (as opposed to Predicates) being 
associated  with semantic ro les . This, i t  i s  true, has nowhere to my know­
ledge, been e x p lic it ly  done by the ’’ch ief movers" o f GS (F illm ore’s ea r lier  
papers, o f course, embody such a proposal in  a d ifferen t lin g u is t ic  th eory ). 
E xp licitn ess of th is  kind i s  the very essence of formal grammars, and i s  
desirable for  i t s e l f  alone; I therefore propose to  incorporate the sp eci­
fic a tio n  of semantic ro les  e x p lic it ly  into the semantic theory.
4»2 The proposed r u le s : f i r s t  approximation
4 .21 Configurational ru les
In the conventional Base, the rewriting rules manipulate categories  
and subcategories according to r e s tr ic tio n s  which ar ise  from the fa c t that 
th is  i s  a formal system. The categories themselves are no more than 
denominations for the various constituents of the largest constituent, S. 
Grammatical re la tio n s are regarded as (statable as?) unique paths between 
certa in  categories and S. In semantic generation, the rewriting rules  
(fewer in  number since so many superfluous structural types and subcat­
egories can be sp ecified  by means of semantic ro les or through contextual 
restr ic tio n s) manipulate not con stitu en t-categories, but semantic elements. 
However, the formal res tr ic tio n s  on rewriting systems s t i l l  apply. Thus, 
both category membership and grammatical relationsh ip  (as conceived in  ST) 
w ill  here be presented as fa ir ly  su p erfic ia l consequences of a sp e c if ic  
item ’s having derived from a Predicate or Argument node, and o f the r o le -  
marking of the node, and i t s  subsequent p artic ip ation  in  transform ational 
ru les. Another substan tia l difference between the model I am proposing 
and the conventional Base is  that S in  the la tte r  i s  taken not only as 
the starting-poin t of the grammar, but i t s  descriptive goal, too . In  
the present model, however, S i s  an intermediate symbol, a convenient 
entry-point for a derivation , and part of an ongoing lin g u is t ic  act. Thus, 
my f ir s t  rule (at le a st  for the time being) sta r ts  with "^1", which can 
stand for "sentence" or "sema", and lik e  F illm ore's ru les , rew rites th is  
in to
16. (a) Mod"S0
"Mod(ality)" covers what I have hitherto ca lled  "contextual representation"  
(c f . Gh. I I ) , equivalent, roughly speaking, to a sp e c if ica tio n  o f ( i)  
s ig n ifica n t contextual information (deployment of "given" and "new" items, 
anaphora and d e ix is , presuppositions associated with the discourse and 
i t s  immediate se tt in g ) , and ( i i )  s ign ifican t a tt itu d in a l information 
(whether an item i s  important or unimportant, approved o f or disapproved 
of, the speaker's viewpoint: tense and time references, place references, 
cu ltura l assumptions, intended speech a c t ) . I propose, at le a st  for  the 
time being, to  regard "Mod" as an insertion-p oin t for such information.
The rest of the basic ru les, then,are:
16. (b) So PredAArgi^(Arg2)^(Arg2 )A(A rg ^ r .. .













(d) Pred —► S (optional)
(The subscripts are merely for id en tifica to ry  purposes: they do not a ffec t  





Rule (b) expands So (^ "proposition") into a Predicate and a number of 
Arguments, a fter  the predicate-calcu lus model advocated by McCawley,
G. Lakoff and others (cf* section  4*1)• The number of Arguments present 
i s  an em pirical question: i t  i s  certa in ly  f in i t e  and quite small. A 
related  question concerns the number of obligatory arguments there are 
for a particular predicate, i . e .  whether i t  i s  one-place, two-place, e tc .
I t  might be argued for the present proposals that a l l  the obligatory places  
are dominated by Argj, while subsequent Arg's dominate the optional modi­
fic a tio n s  (Time. P lace. Manner, Purpose e t c . ) .  However, a point that needs
t o  b e  d i s c u s s e d  i s :  w h a t  i s  m e a n t  b y  ' • o p t i o n a l * '  a n d  " o b l i g a t o r y "  i n  a  
s e m a n t i c  c o m p o n e n t ?  N o t w h a t  i s  m e a n t  b y  t h e  t e r m s  i n  a  s y n t a c t i c  c o m p o n ­
e n t ,  s u r e l y .  T h u s ,  a n  o p t i o n a l  s y n t a c t i c  e l e m e n t  i s  o n e  w h o s e  o m i s s i o n  
w i l l  l e a v e  a  g r a m m a t i c a l  s e q u e n c e  o f  t h e  sa m e  t y p e .  C l e a r l y ,  n o t h i n g  l i k e  
t h i s  w o u ld  d e f i n e  t h e  n o t i o n s  f o r  a n y  s e m a n t i c  u s e .  T h e r e f o r e  i t  m u s t ,  I  
s u p p o s e ,  b e  a s s u m e d  t h a t  e a c h  p r e d i c a t e  i s  m a r k e d  f o r  t h e  m in im u m  n u m b e r  
o f  p l a c e s  i t  c a n  s u p p o r t ,  a n d  a n y  a r g u m e n t s  o v e r  t h a t  n u m b e r  a r e  o p t i o n a l .  
T h e  b r a c k e t i n g  i n  r u l e  ( b )  i n d i c a t e s  ( a s  i s  t h e  c o n v e n t i o n )  t h a t  n o t  t h e  
w h o le  s e r i e s  o f  A r g u m e n t s  n e e d  b e  c h o s e n  ( t h o u g h  a t  l e a s t  o n e  m u s t  b e ) .  
R u l e  ( c )  a n a l y s e s  e a c h  A r g u m e n t  i n t o  a  c o n s t i t u e n t  c o n s i s t i n g  o f  a  r o l e  
( w h i c h  w o u ld  b e  d e f i n e d  i n  t h e  m e t a t h e o r y ,  b y  m e a n i n g - p o s t u l a t e  d r a w n  f r o m  
t h e  c o m p l e x  s i t u a t i o n a l  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  i n v o l v e d  h e r e ,  o r  b y  so m e  e q u i v a l e n t  
d e v i c e ) ,  a n d / o r  a n  e m b e d d i n g - p o i n t  ( S ) .  T h e  c o n f i g u r a t i o n  A rg
expresses the rela tion sh ip  'the (or an) X such that S 1. The order expressed 
here i s  not necessarily  correct, and some of the ro les  mentioned may w ell 
be second order features derivable from others. However, these are d e ta ils  
whose correct formulation w il l  not a ffec t the present problem. Rule (d) 
allows the Predicate to be replaced by a whole proposition, op tion ally .
The in ten tion  o f th is  i s  to  capture p o stlex ica l predicate structure (as 
w ill  shortly  be seen ), P o stlex ica lly , i t  might a lso  possib ly  allow for  
the derivation o f predicate-m odifiers, but th is  i s  immaterial to our present 
purpose* and I propose to  assume the e sse n tia l correctness of the structure.
4*22 Semantic primes
The content o f the configurations thus generated i s  provided by 
semantic primes sp ecified  and defined as substantive universals o f the 
theory. The number and nature of these primes* as I have already remarked* 
i s  an em pirical question open to experimental in v estig a tio n . I would suggest 
that the number o f basic Predicates in  natural language i s  quite small 
(excluding 'BE + complement', which in  i t s e l f  i s  an open s e t ) ,  while the 
number of basic Arguments i s  perhaps confined to the r o le s . Thus semantic 
information i s  b a s ica lly  predicative, with the ro les  being sem antically  
sp ecified  by embedded Ss. Wierzbicka's "present favourites" as semantic 
prim itives are (Wierzbicka 1972:15 sq .):
17. want something







be a part of
These must be "put together according to' the postulated grammatical rules  
of the 'semantic language"' (o p .c i t :23) -  though she does not provide 
these, eschewing formalism as a matter o f strategy not princip le (p .25). 
However, her semantic structures are so complex (c f . example (3)* section  
4.11) that th e ir  formation would require the f u l l  battery of PS and trans­
formational ru les in  derivation (though she regards th is  as a matter o f  
"a few extremely simple grammatical patterns", (p .23)* Her structures -  
which, she points out (p .23 sqq.) are not "the thought it s e lf"  but are, 
she claim s, "isomorphic to the thought" -  are the deep structures o f actual 
sentences o f the language. Grammar i s  thus simply a system of transform­
ation a l ru les to  convert these deep structures in to  surface sentences.
Thus her im p lic it model i s  roughly generative semantic, though lacking  
lab elled  trees and derivation  ru les . This rather reduces i t s  c r e d ib ility .
My own view i s  that the prim itive predicates would include at le a st  
the follow ing:







The f i r s t  o f th ese, as I have already said, is,when ' + Pred', an open se t , 
whose Predicate w il l  include items which su p e r fic ia lly  might be ad jectives, 
nouns or prepositions. In subsequent trees  in  th is  work, th is  'BE' w ill  
be omitted. BE without Pred i s  the simple predication of existence (not, 
though, the lo g ic a l qu antifier '3 ') .  There i s  a lso  a sp ecia l c la ss  of 
predicates (equivalent in  lo g ic  to "connectors" or "operators") whose 
formal ch aracter istic  i s  that they are predicates whose arguments must be 






The em pirical method o f obtaining such prim itive terms i s ,  l e t  i t  be said, 
fraught with great d i f f ic u l t ie s .  Wierzbicka, in  her f i r s t  chapter, has 
several apposite quotations on th is  problem, including, notably, contribu­
tion s from Locke and Leibniz. The la tte r  d istin gu ishes between genuine 
prim itives, in  terms o f which other notions are defined, and which are 
therefore conceptually irredu cib le, and those notions which, though com­
plex, r e s is t  d e fin it io n  as groupings of more fundamental terms. Among 
the la t te r  type would be included many sense-date, such as colours: blue 
i s  not a genuine prim itive lik e  TRUE. A h eu ristic  for th is ,  I suggest,
(and im p lic it in  R. Lakoff 1973:162) i s  to scan the content of d e fin itio n s, 
using d ic tio n a r ies  and informants, and proceeding in  ever-decreasing  
c ir c le s  (o f "delicacy", as a Hallidayan might put i t ) ,  in  order to  iso la te  
these irreducible terms-'. But;' of course, the words for these irreducible  
terms themselves require d e fin itio n s: upon examination, these w ill  be 
found to be defined in  terms more complex than them selves, e .g .:
20. h a v e ... to hold: to keep: to  possess: to  own: to hold in  
control: to  bear: to  be in  a sp ecia l rela tion sh ip  to  
(analogous to , i f  short o f, ow nersh ip ...): to  be 
characterised by: to  be in  enjoyment of: to  experience: 
to  know: to en terta in  in  the mind: to grasp the meaning 
or point of: to  have received as information: to  put, 
a ssert or express: to su ffer , endure, to lera te : to  
hold or esteem: to  cause or allow to be; to  convey, 
take or cause to go: to accept, take: to get: to  
obtain: to give birth  to: to  be obliged: to  get the 
b etter  o f, hold at a disadvantage or in  one1s power in  
a dilemma: to take in , d e c e iv e ...
Macdonald 1972:597.
A rule-of-thumb (requiring to be form alized), therefore, i s  that non-basic 
concepts are defined in  terms o f basic ones (or in  mixtures of basic and 
non-basic concepts), whereas basic concepts are defined in  terms of more 
complex expressions or near-synonyms. Great problems s t i l l  e x is t ,  
particu larly  among contenders for basic concept sta tu s, e .g . MAKE, BRING, 
and CAUSE, whose d e fin itio n s  in  four separate d ic tio n a r ies  I have con­
sulted (Macdonald 1972, Wyld 1932, Onions 1944, Devlin 1933) a l l  include 
each other, sometimes by way of yet other words (e sp ec ia lly  produce) .
Colour terms are defined r e fer en tia lly  (e .g . "b lu e. . .  o f the colour of 
the unclouded sky", Macdonald 1972:140), while species names are defined  
in  terms of ( i)  the animal taxonomy, ( i i )  th e ir  (well-known or determining) 
physical or functional a ttr ib u tes , and ( i i i )  by comparison with sim ilar  
or related  sp ecies, e .g . elephant:
21. "a Proboscidean (Elephas) of several f o s s i l  and two
surviving species, the largest liv in g  land mammal, having 
a very th ick  skin, a trunk, and ivory tu s k s .. ." , (Macdonald 
1972:413); "a very large pachydermatous quadruped, with 
large tusks and a long trunk; there are two surviving 
sp ecies, the Indian and the African, the la t te r  being 
distinguished by a straighten back and very large e a r s .. ." ,
(Wyld 1932:356); "a huge quadruped of the Pachydermate 
order, having long curving ivory tusks and a prehensile 
proboscis. Only two species now e x is t , the Indian and the 
African: the former of which (the largest o f extant land 
animals) i s  o ften  used as a beast of burden..." , (Onions 
1944:593); "a large mammal o f Asia and A frica, the largest 
land animal, d istinguished by a long, f le x ib le  proboscis 
and the development of the upper in c iso rs  into  tusks",
(Devlin 1933:248).
The problem for a semantic theory i s  whether to  include th is  encyclopaedic
m aterial in  semantic structure. The solutions reached in  Wierzbicka 1972
and Leech 1969 amount to  the same thing: such continual" or taxonomical
terms as colours, species (to which Leech adds types of movement e tc .)
are regarded as unanalyzable, at le a st  for the semantic theory:
"a cat -  an animal thinking of which one would say "cat" ",
(Wierzbicka, o p .c i t :2 2 ):
"the only availab le so lu tion , i t  seems, i s  to  assign  a sin g le  
contrastive component to every species, e .g . 1 SPE for 'dog',
2 SPE for  'c a t ', 31 SPE for 'elephant1, e t c . . .  In th is  analysis  
we f a i l  to  represent any of the known zoological fa c ts  about 
elephants -  we merely note that the elephant i s  a d is t in c t  
species, separate from and contrastive with a l l  other species",
(Leech 1969:87).
Wierzbicka's so lu tion , i t  should be noted, i s  to trea t speci&s-names as 
proper nouns (c f . "The man ca lled  John = the man thinking of whom we say 
"John" ", (ib id .))♦ In my ea r lier  remarks on proper nouns (section  2.16  
above), 1 suggested that th e ir  meaning was in  princip le no d ifferen t from 
that of common nouns, except that i t  included no c la ss -a ttr ib u te s , i . e .  
attrib u tes held by virtue of the item being a member of a c la ss  of such 
item s. Clearly, species-names are lik e  (other) common nouns in  th is  
respect: something that i s  correctly  referred to as an elephant w ill  d is ­
play at le a st  a high proportion of the a ttrib u tes of the c la ss  elephant. 
However, species-names seem to me to  be sim ilar to  proper nouns in  that 
there i s  in  princip le no lim it to  the number of a ttr ib u tes  which may be 
predicated of them (and, as a matter of fa c t, I cannot see that common 
nouns are any d ifferen t in  th is  respect e ith e r ) . For Leech, th is  i s  a 
counsel o f despair:
"w e  f i n d  n u m e r o u s ,  p e r h a p s  i n n u m e r a b l e ,  p r o p e r t i e s ,  o f  w h i c h  
o n e  o r  a  s m a l l  s e l e c t i o n  w o u ld  s e r v e  t o  d i f f e r e n t i a t e  t h e  
g i v e n  s p e c i e s -  F o r  e x a m p l e ,  f o r  t h e  e l e p h a n t :  ' l i v i n g  o n  
l a n d ' ;  ' l a r g e r  t h a n  o t h e r  l a n d  m a m m a l s ';  ' h a v i n g  a  t r u n k ' ;  
' n o n - e x t i n c t ' ;  ' i v o r y - p r o d u c i n g ' ;  'h a v i n g  a  g e s t a t i o n  p e r i o d  
o f  a p p r o x i m a t e l y  64O d a y s ' .  How c o u l d  t h e  m e a n i n g  o f  t h e  
w o r d  e l e p h a n t  b e  s p e c i f i e d  i n  t e r m s  o f  s u c h  p r o p e r t i e s ?
For a s ta r t, l e t  us rule out one so lu tion  to th is  
problem -  that of embodying a l l  the ch a ra cter istics  of the 
species (physical, so c ia l, geographical, e tc .)  in  the 
d e fin itio n . The resu lt would be an encyclopaedia entry, 
rather than a d e fin it io n . As a sp ec ifica tio n , i t  could never 
be considered complete, since science might at any time d is ­
cover further unsuspected fa c ts  about elephants; and to have 
an in f in it e ly  or in d e f in ite ly  long semantic sp ec if ica tio n  
would run counter to  the whole notion of an e x p lic it ly  
formulated semantic description  we have been considering.
A second so lu tion  would be a se lec tio n  of any group of 
properties su ff ic ie n t  to  d istin gu ish  animals from other 
s p e c ie s . . .  The se le c tio n  of c r it e r ia l  properties w ould ... 
be arbitrary, and th is  would mean that we were allowing for  
innumerable semantic descriptions of the word elephant. . .
We may conclude that no denotative properties of the 
kind we have been discussing can reasonably be incorporated 
in to  d e fin itio n s as "essential" properties."
( ib id .)
Leech's so lu tion , as x^ e have seen, i s  an "emic" one (to use P ike's  
terminology): on one le v e l, at le a s t , species-names may be regarded as 
symbolic "counters" functioning merely to d istin gu ish  verbally one species  
from another. Thus he fe e ls  able to  treat This elephant i s  a t ig e r  as a 
lo g ic a l contradiction , but This elephant has eighty leg s  as well-formed.
He i s  led to th is  cou n ter-in tu itive p osition  (as i t  seems to  me) by h is  
assumption that a theory o f semantic competence w il l  be a w ell-defined  
object, i . e .  herm etically self-contain ed . Leech, p er fectly  con sisten tly  
xd.th th is  assumption, sees that certa in  terms (I would postulate most, i f  
not a l l ,  le x ic a l  items upon c loser  examination) are not w ell-defined -  
th e ir  sp ec if ica tio n  i s  open-ended. This leaves as th e ir  only d ifferen tia  
the sp ec ie s -d is tin c tio n  i t s e l f  (and even th is , as Leech him self points 
out, i s  not n ecessarily  d iscre te , as other "multiple taxonomies", e .g .  
words denoting v esse ls  of various kinds, show even more c lea r ly ); but 
th is  so lu tion  renders these d istin ctio n s completely vacuous: i t  i s  an 
evasion o f analysis rather than an upper lim it . Even Wierzbycka, whose 
so lu tion  o f the speeies-name problem is  not d issim ilar  to  Leech's, as we 
have seen, cannot accept h is extension to a l l  non-hierarchical s e t s i  she 
regards i t  as "impatient eagerness for s im p lic ity  and neatness o f
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descrip tion ”, and "abandonment of some of the most congenial tasks that 
structural semantics could set i t s e l f" ,  (o p .c i t : 10$ sq.)*
The fa u ltin ess  of Leech's so lu tion  can be seen in  h is treatment of
metaphor, which lik e  factu a l information he regards as part o f performance,
(on the grounds that ( i)  i t  i s  item-bound, and ( i i )  i t  depends heavily
on context, which he regards along with the prevailing orthodoxy as a
matter of performance). His in terpretation  rule for metaphor is :
"If an expression E expresses a componential formula a, then 
E may a lso  express a sp ec if ica tio n  o f the form ' (someone/thing) 
(behaving) lik e /a s  i f  a'" , (o p .c i t : 90) .
Thus, i f  an expression i s  a lo g ic a l contradiction, i t  may be interpretable  
by th is  ru le: That man's a f o x T h a t  man's lik e  a fo x . He observes that 
such an expression as human elephant, which i s  lo g ic a lly  contradictory, 
may be interpreted as a metaphor,upon a human or upon an elephant (presum­
ably when in  such a sentence as Here comes the human elephant) . But u lt ­
im ately the context w il l  disambiguate such a sentence (another process 
which Leech regards as performance), giving such structures as (in  Leech's 
notation, apart from the "focus"):
F O C U S
An a ltern ative  to  Leech's in terp retation  rule given above w il l  allow  
contextual sp e c if ica tio n  to provide the information that man and animal 
resp ective ly  are Topics in  th e ir  sentences, i . e .  that they con stitu te  
the l i t e r a l  subject-m atter (the tenor), and th is  in  turn t e l l s  us that 
the constituent incompatible with that forms the veh ic le  of the metaphor 
(v iz . elephant in  (22a), human in  (22b )) . But neither formulation  
sp e c if ie s  the ground, the th ird  component of any metaphor, i . e .  in  what 
respects the man i s  lik e  an elephant, or v ice-versa . However, Leech's
formula does not even allow the ground of comparison to be present in
princip le (even in  cases where i t  i s  p erfectly  c lear, because standard­
ized  in  the language, or sp ec ified  in  the context, e .g . for  (22a):
22. (a ') . . .  He's so clumsy;
( a ' 1) . . .  He's so big and heavy;
( a 'M) . . .  He's got such a good memory.)
and th is  has sem antic-lex ica l im plications, too . Presumably the lex icon  
in  Leech’s model w il l  contain derived forms such as elephantine, foxy. 
e tc . The la t te r , fo r  example, w il l  receive in  Leech’s sp ec if ica tio n  the
in terp re ta tio n ’lik e  a -HUM 
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say, but the in terp reta tion  of th is
in terp reta tion  w il l ,  according to him, depend on e x tra lin g u ist ic  knowledge, 
since i t  w il l  not be derivable from the lin g u is t ic  theory. Thus i t  might 
be ’in  that he has a bushy t a i l ’, 'in  that he i s  frequently hunted', 'in  
that he has a pointed, narrow snout’ e tc . How i s  the common meaning of 
such words to be sp ecified  at a l l ,  unless e ith er  ( i )  separately from fox, 
or ( i i )  by derivation  from the sp ec if ica tio n  of fo x ? Leech must presumably 
fo llow  so lu tion  ( i ) ,  which i s  uneconomical, since the derivation  of such 
forms in  -y  i s  p erfectly  regular up to th is  point. He suggests (o p .c i t :92) 
that "a semantic change has taken place whereby the meaning 'lik e  X' has 
been replaced by a meaning incorporating the warranty [= ground] of the 
comparison. One might argue, for example, that fox, as a term referring  
to human beings, has become a "dead metaphor" in  th is  way: that i t  means 
'a cunning person' rather than ’a person lik e  a fox (in  that he i s  cunning)’ 
But I am a t  a lo s s  to  see how Leech's model could p ossib ly  allow for th is  
process, even i f  i t  were incorporated into a theory of l in g u is t ic  change.
This suggests that a closed semantic system, w i l l . f a i l  to  account 
for a l l  the data, though i t  may be testa b le  as a formal system. On the 
other hand, a theory which accounts for a l l  the data (e .g . one incorporating  
a contextual component) may not be fu lly  testa b le  as a formal system, since  
i t  w il l  have to  be open-ended. This i s  the dilemma which modern lin g u is t ic s  
must resolve: i t  l i e s  at the centre o f current controversies. (The problem 
i s  not so much that an open-ended system i s  untestable -  these can in  fa c t  
be te sted  -  but that an open-ended interpreted system may not be v a lid a t-  
ab le) .
Despite a l l  th is ,  I would suggest that any semantic theory which 
sidestep s the problem (as Leech does) i s  not a true semantic theory at 
a l l ,  but a system of le x ic a l co n tra stiv ity  merely. In my view, a semantic 
theory should sp ecify  meaning-configurations postulated to  be present in  
the mind o f the mature speaker-hearer. Part o f these configurations w il l  
undoubtedly co n sist of fa c tu a l information; though I have never seen i t  
demonstrated -  by Leech or Katz or anyone e lse  -  in  what way '+ HUM' i s  
"logical" or " lin gu istic"  as opposed to TRUNK', which i s  supposedly
"factual" or "ex tra lin g u istic" . In the same way, Leech would presumably
d istin gu ish  between ch ild ish , 'lik e  a f  HUM 
-  MAT
', i . e .  'immature' which




i . e .  'mulish'I (Or perhaps mule i s  '15/16 SPE'?). Mulish therefore, in  
Leech's formulation, means nothing more than 'lik e  a mule', while mule 
means 'a non-human of a certa in  sp e c ie s '. Leech's arguments (quoted 
above) b o il  down to a preference for arbitrary d is tin c tio n s  over sp e c if ic  
but open-ended ones. In fa c t, h is  semantic categories, lik e  Katz's (see 
S earle's  comments in  section  4 .12 above), are empty of any content except 
that which the reader, using the mnemonic clues of the category-names, 
may be moved to  supply. And i f  i t  i s  claimed (as i t  may with some j u s t i­
f ic a t io n  be -  as indeed I have done) that the semantic categories are 
defined, in  the metatheory, we then encounter p rec ise ly  the same problem: 
how to define ' -  HUM', '1 SPE', '2 SPE1, *n SPE', without using
"factual" information?
I therefore propose that semantic structure contains such encyclo­
paedic information in  p rincip le, though in  practice most of i t  w il l  not 
form part of the "active meaning" o f a piece of language. By "active 
meaning", I mean that part of a semantic configuration which i s  used and 
referred to by a language-community (d ifferen t d ia lect-u sages are, o f  
course, common, as are d ifferen t period-uses: the stock of subconfigur­
ation s, including connotations, and the choice from i t ,  may vary across 
space and tim e), Which subconfigurations (or "subtrees") are active  
for a particu lar community, at a given time, i s  open to empirical 
in vestiga tion , both by informant e l ic i ta t io n  techniques (as used by 
Leech him self, see Leech 1970, 1974:90 sqq. and references) and by the 
analysis of discourses for co llocations and co-occurrence rela tion sh ip s. 
And, of course, as always, the lin g u is t  may use the evidence of h is  own 
in tu itio n , as w ell.
I t  i s  a consequence of the GS approach that a sin g le  word and a 
lengthy expression containing several clauses may nevertheless share an 
id en tica l semantic structure. I t  i s  more accurate to  say, however, that 
a sin g le  word w il l  stand for that structure, whereas the lengthy expression  
might be an isomorphic exponent of i t .  Indeed, i t  might w ell be the case 
that the lengthy expression only p a r tia lly  expounds the structure (in  the
case o f the open-ended configurations we have been d iscussin g , for example), 
\vfhereas the word w il l  always stand for the whole structure, whether i t  i s  
w ell-defined or not. Thus, paradoxically, a word xm.ll almost always be 
more "complete" than any would-be synonymous expression. The tra d itio n a l  
-  and indeed current -  mistake i s  to  act on the b e l ie f  that such expressions 
"paraphrase" words. Thus, Bartsch and Vennemann 1972:21 sq. argue that 
k i l l  and cause to  die are not synonyms because there i s  no relationsh ip  o f  
b ila te r a l im plication  between them: k i l l  Q cause to  d ie, but the reverse 
does not hold. Therefore, they argue, the la t te r  cannot represent the 
underlying structure o f the former (sim ilar arguments have been put forward 
by Katz: see Ch. VI below). I am not at a l l  sure that Katz's or Bartsch 
and Vennemann's in terp retation  i s  correct here (as I argue in  Ch. VI): k i l l  
(and indeed cause) can imply eith er  d irect or in d irect causation (via the 
mediation of an instrument or another agent: c f .  the d iscu ssion  la ter  in  
th is  s e c tio n ) . But in  any case, I would not expect a "monolexicalization" 
n ecessarily  to  paraphrase exactly  a "polylexicalization" , as Bartsch and 
Vennemann apparently do. In fa c t , such an expectation i s  quite incorrect, 
an error compounded by centuries of dictionary d e fin itio n s: words and th e ir  
(near-) synonymous expressions actu ally  stand in  a triangular relationsh ip  
with semantic configurations: words as lab els  for configurations, expressions 
as (p artia l) exponents. This i s  why bachelor and unmarried man are not 
synonyms: the former stands for the whole configuration, connotations and 
a l l  (and p articu larly  those current in  the "core" speech-community), 
whereas the la t te r  only expresses a small number of the configuration's  
subtrees. I am arguing, therefore, for the lo g ic a l p r io r ity  o f the con­
figu ration  over both the (grammatical) sequence and the le x ic a l item. The 
ru les set out in  section  4*21, together with the semantic primes discussed  
in  th is  section , generate the possib le semantic configurations o f language, 
le x ic a l items may replace part o f whole configurations before, during or 
after  the transform ational ru les (points A, B or G in  figure (2 ) ) .  I sh a ll  
have more to say on le x ic a l!z a tio n  in  section  4 .3* A large subtree may be 
replaced by a le x ic a l item A, or i t s  various parts may receive le x ic a l  
items a, b, c, d . . . ,  whose structural relationsh ip  (as determined by the 
subtree structure) adds up to  an expression (v ir tu a lly ) synonymous with 
A. Both le x ic a l items and th eir  synonymous expressions w il l  probably 
undergo various of the transformational ru les, whose function is  to map 
semantic structures on to phonetic representations. I sh a ll look at some 
of those rules in  the next section , and I sh a ll examine some sets  of 
grammatical expressions -  r e la t iv es  -  in  Ch. V.
So f a r  in  t h i s  sec tio n , I  have r e s t r i c te d  d iscu ss io n  to  th e  p rim itiv e
components o f Freds. I want now b r ie fly  to return to  the question of the
r o le s , which are peculiar to  arguments in  th is  model (though of course
insofar as predicates contain arguments, they a lso  contain r o le s ) . There
are two points to  d iscuss:
( i)  the m etatheoretical semantic sp ec if ica tio n  of ro les;
( i i )  the in teraction  between individual Freds and the ro les  they
take, i . e .  the minimum number of arguments they are marked
fox’, and the ro les  which f i l l  these argument-nodes.
On th e  f i r s t  o f th e se , I  want to  do l i t t l e  more than  observe th a t  since
ro les  are substantive universals of the theory, they have to  be defined
in  the theoi-y. A few informal d e fin itio n s  e x is t  in  the liter a tu r e , e.g:
"Aeentlve (A), the case of the ty p ica lly  animate perceived  
in stig a to r  o f the action  id en tified  by the verb.
In s tru m en ta l ( i ) ,  the  case o f the Inanimate fo rce  or o b jec t 
cau sa lly  Involved in  the a c tio n  or s ta te  id e n t i f ie d  by the  
verb.
D ative (D), the case of the animate being a ffe c te d  by the  
s ta te  or a c tio n  id e n t i f ie d  by the verb.
F a ctit iv e  (F), the case of the object or being resu ltin g  
from the action  or sta te  id en tified  by the verb, or under­
stood as a part of the meaning of the verb.
Locativ e  (L), th e  case which id e n t i f ie s  the  lo c a tio n  or 
s p a t ia l  o r ie n ta t io n  of the  s ta te  or a c tio n  id e n t i f ie d  by 
the  verb.
Ob jectiv e  (0),  the sem antically most neutral case, the case 
of anything representable by a noun whose ro le  in  the action  
or sta te  id e n tif ie d  by the verb i s  id en tified  by the semantic 
in terp reta tion  o f the verb i t s e l f ;  conceivably the concept 
should be lim ited  to things which are affected  by the action  
or sta te  id e n tif ie d  by the verb."
(F illm ore 1968:24 sq. ) .
In an unpublished doctoral d isser ta tio n  (which I have not seen), quoted 
in  N ilsen  1972, Ana McCoy provides a "feature profile"  for the cases 
(or r o le s , as I am ca llin g  them). Fart of N ilsen 's  diagram for McCoy's 
(1969) system i s  worth quoting here:
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- .................... . -------- i
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(McCoy 1969, quoted in  N ilsen 1972:34)*
This seems to  suggest that ro les  are not in  fa c t p rim itives, but definable 
in  terms of s t i l l  fin er  features* This may be so, but as far as I know, 
McCoy provides no arguments (Milsen certa in ly  does not quote any) for the 
primacy of the features* Three points suggesting that her features are 
not in  fa c t prim itives are: ( i )  they include at le a st  three terms which 
have been postulated as ro les: Cause, Source and Goal (although the f i r s t  
of these i s  more properly a predicate).! ( i i )  four of the features are only 
p o sitiv e  for a sin g le  ro le  each (namely, Performer, Intent, E ffect and 
Control), and Intent i s  not necessarily  p o sitive  even in  i t s  single  
function; ( i i i )  most of the features are actu a lly  predicative in  nature, 
suggesting perhaps an underlying tree-structure of the type sp ecified  
above. However, as we sh a ll see subsequently, agent-nom inalizations such 
us performer represent R ole-raised structures y ie ld in g  a non -lex ica lised  
equivalent such as ’one who performs' (cf .  McCawley 1968b), which in  fa ir ly  
su p er fic ia l terms i s ,  of course, an NF rather than an S. I f  th is  i s  so, 
then the semantic content of arguments i s  d istributed  s t i l l  further in to  
predicates, leaving arguments to  be nothing more than places in  structure
( c f .  McCawley1s "indexed  v a r i a b le s " ;  l o g i c a l  n o ta t io n  a ls o  assum es t h i s :  
b u t  a s  we have se en , l o g i c a l  p r e d ic a te s  a re  f r e e  o f  c o n te n t ,  t o o ) .  The 
p roblem  i s  t h a t  o f  th e  " i n f i n i t e  r e g r e s s " ,  caused  by th e  e x ig e n c e s  o f  
d e f in in g  language-m ean ing  i n  te rm s o f  th e  m eaning o f  o th e r  e le m en ts  o f  
lan g u a g e . S in ce  a l l  words a re  d e f in a b le  to  some e x te n t  l i n g u i s t i c a l l y  
(as  opposed to  o s te n s iv e  o r  g ram m atica l m eans), th e  q u e s t io n  o f  l i n g u i s t i c -  
sem an tic  p rim acy  canno t be s e t t l e d  w ith  p u re ly  l i n g u i s t i c  e v id e n c e ; u l t ­
im a te ly , we m ust hope t h a t  p s y c h o lo g ic a l  d is c o v e r ie s  w i l l  p ro v id e  t h i s  
m uch-needed f o o t in g ,  o r  p o s s ib ly  th e  ty p e  o f  s o c i o l i n g u i s t i c  d e f i n i t i o n  
which i s  employed f o r  " f e l i c i t y  c o n d it io n s "  i n  s p e e c h -a c t  p h ilo so p h y , 
e .g .  " f o r  x  to  be an  A g (e n t) , x  must s a t i s f y  th e  fo llo w in g  c o n d i t io n s :
( i )  x  m ust be e i t h e r  s e n t i e n t  o r  a  n a tu r a l  f o r c e ;  ( i i )  x  must p e rfo rm  
o r  cau se  to  be pe rfo rm ed  some a c t io n ;  . T h is , i n  t u r n ,  w i l l  r e q u i r e  
a  fo u n d a t io n  e i t h e r  i n  p s y c h o lo g ic a l  f i r s t  c a u se s  o r  i n  a  th e o ry  o f  
s i t u a t i o n .  We a lw ays f e t c h  up a g a in s t  th e s e  tw in  a b y s se s  o f  ig n o ra n c e . 
(However, we c a n n o t r e l i n q u i s h  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  th e  s p e c i f i c a t i o n  o f  
sem an tic  u n iv e r s a ls  i n  th e  san g u in e  e x p e c ta t io n  t h a t  a n o th e r  s c ie n c e  w i l l  
come up w ith  th e  an sw ers , s in c e  i t  can  r e a d i ly  be a s c e r ta in e d  t h a t  w orkers 
i n  th o se  s c ie n c e s  o f te n  have th e  same hopes ab o u t l in g u i s t i c s * 1)
I n  any e v e n t,  I  s h a l l  assume t h a t  th e  r o le - te r m  A g (e n t) , ( f o r  exam ple), 
i s  d i f f e r e n t  from  th e  word a g e n t, (though  r e l a t e d ,  n a t u r a l l y ) .  McGoy's 
f e a tu r e  p r o f i l e  o f  th e  c a s e s  i s ,  I  would th e r e f o r e  a rg u e , a c tu a l l y  a  
f e a tu r e  p r o f i l e  o f  th e  words ( i n  c e r t a i n  s e n s e s ) .  The r o l e s  a re  th u s  
sem an tic  p rim es  i n  th e  th e o ry  by d e f i n i t i o n  (by b r u te  d e f i n i t i o n ,  one 
m ight s a y ) .  The second p o in t  concerned  \ j l t h  r o l e s  I  w ish  to  d is c u s s  i s  
t h a t  o f  th e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  betw een ( s e t s  o f )  r o l e s  and in d iv id u a l  F re d s . 
F illm o re  1968, assum ing a b a s i c a l l y  A sn e c ts - ty p e  m odel, w ith  o n ly  th e  
PS component a l t e r e d ,  e n v is a g e s  t h a t  each  v e rb  w i l l  be s p e c i f ie d  i n  th e  
le x ic o n  f o r  i t s  " c a s e -f ra m e " , i . e .  th e  c a se s  which i t  can  ta k e ,  w ith  
what r e g u l a r i t i e s  and re d u n d a n c ie s , and i n  w hich o r d e r .  H is v e rb s  a r e ,  
o f  c o u rs e , l e x i c a l  i te m s , and th e  c a se -fra m e s  im pose s t r i c t  s u b c a te g o r iz ­
a t i o n  c o n d it io n s  upon th e  nouns s e le c te d .
There a re  two m ain  p rob lem s h e re .  The f i r s t  i s :  a re  th e r e  o b l ig a to r y  
and o p t io n a l  r o l e s  f o r  p a r t i c u l a r  P red s?  The second c o n cern s  th e  c o n s i s t ­
e n t  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  o f  r o l e s  w ith  d i f f e r e n t  P re d s :  can  we be su re  t h a t  Ag • 
w ith  P red  X i s  i d e n t i c a l  w ith  Ag o f  P red  Y? The f i r s t  i s  a n  e m p ir ic a l
q u e s t io n  to  some e x te n t ,  b u t i t  i s  p o s s ib le  to  ta k e  th e  p r a c t i c a l  p o s i t i o n  
e i t h e r  t h a t  o n ly  th e  o b l ig a to r y  r o l e s  a re  s t i p u l a t e d  f o r  a  P re d , and th e  
o p t io n a l  ones a re  s e le c te d  from  th e  g e n e ra l  s e t  a v a i l a b l e ,  o r  t h a t  a l l  
th e  r o l e s  open a t  any tim e  t o  a  g iv e n  P red  a re  s p e c i f i e d ,  and th e  o b l ig ­
a to r y  ones a re  m arked. N e ith e r  o f  th e s e  i s  v e ry  s a t i s f a c t o r y ,  b ecau se  i n  
a  dynamic system  change may ta k e  p la c e ,  le a d in g  t o  d i f f e r e n t  s p e c i f i c a t i o n s  
f o r  a  P red  (a lth o u g h  ■whether t h i s  i s  t r u e  f o r  l o g i c a l  P re d s  i s  no t c l e a r ) .  
A lso , a s  I  have a l r e a d y  rem arked , i t  i s  n o t a t  a l l  s e l f - e v i d e n t  t h a t  th e  
d i s t i n c t i o n  betw een  o b l ig a to r y  and o p t io n a l  i s  j u s t i f i e d  f o r  sem an tic  
e lem ents*  P re d s  i n  th e  p r e s e n t  m odel w i l l  be marked f o r  th e  minimum number 
o f  argum ents th e y  s u s ta i n ,  and th e  r o le s  w hich f i l l  th e s e  ( th e r e  w i l l  o f te n ,  
o f  c o u rs e , be a l t e r n a t i v e  s e t s ) .  I t  w i l l  be assum ed, u n le s s  s t a t e d  o th e r ­
w ise , t h a t  th e  rem a in in g  (u n s p e c if ie d )  r o le s  may a p p e a r  a s  w e l l ;  i t  i s  
th e s e  w hich we may c a l l  " o p t io n a l" .
The second problem  i s  p a r t l y ,  o f c o u rs e , a  m a tte r  o f  th e  d e f i n i t i o n  
and i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  o f  r o l e s .  But i n s o f a r  a s  t h i s  c o n c e rn s  r e l a t i o n s h ip s  
betw een r o l e s  and p r e d i c a t e s ,  i t  i s  not m ere ly  a  m a t te r  o f  r o l e - d e f i n i t i o n .  
The problem  i s  o f te n  posed  i n  te rm s o f  p a r t i c u l a r  NPs a p p e a r in g  t o  have 
double  r o l e s ,  e .g .  Langendoen 1970: 66 s q . ,  102 s q q . ,  who n o te s  t h a t  th e  
n a i l  i n  The c a rp e n te r  s t r u c k  th e  n a i l  i s  b o th  p a t i e n t  ( i . e .  my Neut, 
F i l lm o r e ’ s O b je c tiv e , l a t e r  c a l l e d  B x p e rie n c e r)  and lo c a t io n ,  and th a t  
Ruby i n  Ruby i s  a  soprano  i s  e i t h e r  ag en t ( ’Ruby s in g s  s o p ra n o ';  ’Ruby 
" so p ra n o s" ’ ) o r  e s s iv e  (Ruby m ere ly  " i d e n t i f [ i e s ]  th e  p a r ty  d e s ig n a te d  
by  th e  p r e d ic a te  noun" (o p . c i t : I 0 2 ) ) : th e  l a t t e r  i s  a  c a se  o f  am b ig u ity  
r a t h e r  th a n  m u lt ip le  r o le - a s s ig n m e n t . N ils e n  (o p . o i t :A5 s q .)  a rg u e s  t h a t  
In s tru m e n t  may be a n im a te , c i t i n g  th e  example N ixon u sed  Agnew to  prom ote 
h i s  V ie t Nam p o l ic y ,  and s u g g e s tin g  t h a t  Agnew r e p r e s e n t s  an im ate  I n s t r u ­
m ent. But i n  th e  sense  in te n d e d , i t  n a tu r a l l y  fo llo w s  t h a t  Agnew prom oted 
N ixon’s V ie t Nam p o l ic y ,  i . e .  t h a t  Agnew i s  a g e n tiv e ,  ( o th e r  s e n se s , i n  
w hich Agnew i s  b e in g  used  a s  an  exam ple, o r  a s  an  u n w it t in g  pawn, o r  a s  
a  l e v e r  i n  some power s t r u g g le ,  i . e .  i n  g e n e ra l ,  s e n se s  i n  w hich th e  
fo rm er F le e - P r e s id e n t  r e p r e s e n t s  som ething l e s s  th a n  a  fu n c t io n in g ,  
s e n t i e n t  b e in g  i n  c o n t r o l  o f  h i s  own a c t io n s ,  may w e ll  be i n s t r u m e n ta l ) . 
Could Agnew be a g e n t/ in s t ru m e n t?  I t  seems to  me t h a t  th e  in s t r u m e n ta l  
sen se  i s  h a rd ly  p o s s ib le  i n  th e  in te n d e d  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  a s  th e  a l t e r n a t i v e  
in s t r u m e n ta l  form  i s  u n g ram m atica l: Nixon prom oted h i s  V ie t Nam p o l ic y  
w ith  Agnew (where w ith  ' t o g e th e r  w i t h ') .  Thus Agnew a p p e a rs  q u i te
c l e a r l y  to  be a g e n tiv e .  But can  th e r e  be two a g e n ts  i n  a  s in g le  s e n te n c e ?  
Answer: y e s , i f  th e y  a re  c o n jo in e d , o r  one i s  s u b o rd in a te d  to  th e  o th e r .  
L e h re r  (197-4*42), i n  f a c t ,  a rg u e s  t h a t  th e  ro le , o f  b o th  argum ents w ith  
c e r t a i n  r e v e r s ib l e  s u r f a c e  p r e d ic a te s  (n o ta b ly  buy and s e l l ) i s  a g e n tiv e ,  
and t h a t  th e  d i f f e r e n c e  w hich le a d s  to  one b e in g  s u r f a c e  s u b je c t  (w ith  
th e  a p p ro p r ia te  v e rb )  i s  a  m a tte r  o f  fo c u s .
L angendoen’s assig n m en t o f  b o th  p a t i e n t  and lo c a t io n  r o le s  to  th e  
n a i l  above seems to  me e q u a lly  d u b io u s. I  would a rg u e  t h a t  th e r e  i s  an  
im p o r ta n t  sem an tic  d i s t i n c t i o n  betw een The po licem an  knocked on th e  door 
( i n  which th e  doo r i s  Goal) and The f a i r y  danced on a to a d s to o l  ( in  
w hich a  t o a d s to o l  i s  L o c a t io n ) . The d i f f e r e n c e  be tw een  Goal and L o c a tio n  
i s  t h a t  Goal r e p r e s e n t s  an argum ent o f  th e  P red  knocked, w hereas L o c a tio n  
i s  a  f u r t h e r  p r e d i c a t io n  on th e  s u b je c t  o r  rem a in d e r o f  th e  s e n te n c e  (The 
f a i r y  danced and T h is / th e  f a i r y  was on a t o a d s t o o l ) . Thus th e  n a i l  i s  
c l e a r l y  n o t l o c a t io n ,  s in c e  n e i th e r  th e  c a rp e n te r  n o r  h i s  a c t io n  was 
lo c a te d  on a  n a i l .  I s  i t ,  on th e  o th e r  hand, p a t i e n t / g o a l  ( r a th e r  th a n  
p a t i e n t / l o c a t i o n ) ?  I n  o th e r  w ords, \tfhat i s  th e  d i f f e r e n c e  betw een p a t i e n t  
and g o a l?  C o n sid e r th e  fo llo w in g  p a i r :  H arry  banged th e  w a ll/H a r ry  banged 
on th e  w a l l . I n  th e  fo rm e r, th e  w a ll  i s  re g a rd e d  a s  an  o b je c t .w h ic h  i s  
a f f e c te d  i n  t o to  by th e  a c t i v i t y  o f  th e  p r e d ic a te ;  i n  th e  l a t t e r ,  i t  i s  
an  o b je c t  o n ly  p a r t  o f  which i s  a f f e c te d  by th e  a c t io n ,  nam ely th e  p a r t  
d i r e c t l y  i n  c o n ta c t  w ith  th e  ( u n s p e c if ie d )  in s t ru m e n t.  I  would c e r t a i n l y  
want to  a s s o c ia te  th e  fo rm er w ith  th e  p a t i e n t  r o l e ,  i . e .  th e  " e x p e r ie n c e r” 
o f  th e  a c t i o n  (Heut i n  my te r m s ) .  I  am no t so happy ab o u t r e l a t i n g  th e  
l a t t e r  to  th e  G oal r o l e ,  s in c e  I  q u e s t io n  th e  u n i ty  o f  t h i s  r o l e ,  which 
seems to  cover D e s t in a t io n ,  P u rp o se , I n t e n t ,  P a t i e n t ,  R e s u lt  and p e rh ap s  
o th e r s  ( in d e e d  N ilse n , o p . c i t . r e g a rd s  th e  S o u rce-G o a l d icho tom y, i n  
v a r io u s  o f  i t s  a s p e c ts ,  a s  l o g i c a l l y  in c lu d in g  a l l  th e  r o l e s ) .
F in a l ly ,  th e  p u ta t iv e  r o le  e s s iv e  (Langendoen, o p . c i t : 102: S to c k w e ll 
e t  a l .  1973:9, 29) seems r a t h e r  d o u b tfu l ,  s e m a n t ic a l ly .  I t  i s  used  f o r  
th e  s u b je c t  o f  p r e d ic a te  nom inals ( i . e .  w ith  BE used  c o p u la t i v e l y ) : and 
t h a t  r e a l l y  i s  a l l  one can  say  abou t i t .  The t r o u b le  i s  t h a t  t h i s  i s  
n o t r e a l l y  a  sem an tic  a ss ig n m en t, b u t a  s y n ta c t ic  one, and one m oreover 
w hich i s  no t i n v a r i a b l e ,  a s  we have se en . Thus, Ruby was a g e n tiv e  r a t h e r  
th a n  e s s iv e  i n  th e  s e n te n c e  Ruby i s  a so p ra n o : t h i s  i s  p e rh ap s even  
c l e a r e r  i n  th e  com parison  betw een  Zeke te a c h e s  and Zeke i s  a  t e a c h e r .
and I  would c la im  t h a t  Zeke i s  a g e n tiv e  i n  b o th . I n  f a c t ,  I  can  d i s c e r n  
no need f o r  e s s iv e  a t  a l l .  The s u b je c t  o f  c o p u la t iv e  se n te n c e s  seems to  
be a g e n tiv e  w ith  a  nom inal complement (and I  have ta k e n  t h i s  t o  ex ten d  
to  p r e d ic a te  p ro p e r  nouns, to o ,  f o r  th e  most p a r t ,  th o u g h  t h i s  v a r i e s  
w ith  th e  r o le  o f  th e  embedded p r o p o s i t io n ,  w hich, p a r t i c u l a r l y  i n  th e  
c a s e s  o f  Ag and N eu t, i s  governed  by th e  p r e d ic a te  commanding th e  embedded 
p r o p o s i t io n ) ;  n e u t r a l  w ith  an  a d j e c t i v a l  complement ( i . e .  th e  “e x p e r ie n c e r " ) 
and l o c a t i v e . tem p o ra l e t c .  w ith  a  s e n t e n t i a l  com plem ent.
4 •2 3  Some t r a n s fo r m a t io n s
The t r a n s f o r m a t io n a l  r u le s  I  am m ost concerned  w ith  a re  th o se  w hich 
o p e ra te  to  l i f t  c e r t a i n  nodes? to g e th e r  w ith  a l l  th e y  dom ina te , and a d jo in  
them  to  a  node o f  th e  same ty p e  i n  th e  n ex t h ig h e r  S . These a re  known a s  
r a i s i n g  t r a n s fo r m a t io n s  g e n e r i c a l ly ,  and t h e i r  d e s c r ip t i o n ,  and som etim es 
s p e c i f i c a t i o n ,  c a n  be found  i n  McCawley 1968b, 1970c ( f o r  P r e d ic a t e - r a i s i n g ) 
and i n  K ip a rsk y  and K iparsky  1970, and e s p e c i a l l y  P o s t a l  1974 (To** S u b je c t -  
r a i s i n g ) . S in ce  th e  te rm  “ s u b je c t1* s ta n d s  f o r ,  i n  my v iew  (and a p p a re n tly  
i n  t h a t  o f  P o s t a l ,  to o ,  in c h o a t iv e ly :  c f .  1974:27 e t c . ) ,  a  lo w - le v e l  
d e r iv e d  c la u se -a rra n g e m e n t c o v e rin g  s e v e r a l  ro le -c o m b in a t io n s , I  p r e f e r  
t o  use  th e  te rm  A rg u m e n t-ra is in g  f o r  th e  l a t t e r  r u le  ( s in c e  th e  te rm  
“ s u b je c t"  does n o t a p p e a r  v e ry  u s e f u l  a t  t h i s  deep l e v e l ) .
The r u le  f o r  P r e d i c a t e - r a i s i n g ,  s in c e  i t  o p e ra te s  on a s t r u c tu r e  l ik e  
(17) above, t a k e s  a  s l i g h t l y  d i f f e r e n t  form  from  t h a t  in fo rm a l ly  d e s c r ib e d  
i n  McCawley (1 9 7 0 c :2 9 5 ): “P r e d ic a te - r a i s in g  a d jo in s  th e  p r e d ic a te  o f  th e  
low er se n te n c e  t o  th e  r i g h t  o f  th e  p r e d ic a te  o f  th e  u p p er s e n te n c e " . I n  
my fo rm u la t io n , th e  whole S c o n ta in in g  th e  low er p r e d ic a te  i s  r a i s e d  and 
C hom sky-adjoined to  th e  upper p r e d ic a te  (McCawley1s t r e e s  a re  u n la b e l le d ,  
b u t th e  a d ju n c t io n  seems to  be s i s t e r - a d ju n c t i o n ) ,  le a v in g  o n ly  i t s  
commanding r o l e  b e h in d :
23* P r e d ic a te - r a i s i n g  (o p tio n a l)
SD: W -  g [P re d ^  -  X -  g [P re d 2 X]g ~ 2]s
1 -  2 - 3 -  4  - 5  ^  1 2 + 4 3 0 5
SC: W -  S tPre(q [Pred! -  s [Pred2 I ] S] p ^ ,, -S -Z ]s
R R
1  -  2 - 4  - 3 - 5
T h i s  y i e l d s  t h e  d e r i v e d  s t r u c t u r e  ( 2 3 ' ) »  f r o m  ( l 6 e )  a b o v e :
The second  r a i s i n g  r u le  I  w ish  t o  s p e c i f y  i s  found i n  i t s  e a r l i e s t  form  
i n  Rosenbaum 1967 under th e  name p ro n o u n -rep lacem en t ( l a t e r ,  i t - r e p la c e m e n t ) .
As S u b je c t - r a i s in g ,  i t  i s  in fo rm a l ly  d e s c r ib e d  by McCawley ( i b i d . ) : " S u b je c t-  
r a i s i n g  ta k e s  th e  s u b je c t  o f  th e  embedded se n te n c e  and p u ts  i t  o u ts id e  and 
to  th e  l e f t  o f  t h a t  s e n t e n c e . McCawley d e l i b e r a t e l y  le a v e s  th e  e x a c t  
p o s i t i o n  o f  th e  r a i s e d  s u b je c t  i n  d e r iv e d  s t r u c tu r e  vague b ecause  th e r e  
a re  i n  f a c t  two op e r a t io n s :  one r a i s in g  to  upper s u b je c t - p o s i t i o n  (som etim es 
c a l l e d  s u b i e c t - t o - s u b je c t  r a i s i n g ) ,  and one to  upper o b je c t  p o s i t i o n  ( th u s  
s u b je c t - t o - o b j e c t  r a i s i n g ) .  Which ta k e s  p la c e  depends on th e  upper p r e d i ­
c a te  i some, such  a s  be c e r t a i n ,  seem, p re te n d , r e q u i r e  th e  fo rm er k in d ; 
some, such  a s  b e l i e v e ,  c o n s id e r , th e  l a t t e r ,  (se e  P o s t a l  1974 f o r  d e t a i l s ) .  
A rg u m e n t-ra is in g  a s  I  fo rm u la te  i t  r a i s e s  a r o le  (w ith  i t s  s i s t e r  S) ou t 
o f  i t s  S and C hom sky-adjoins i t  t o  th e  l e f t  o f  i t s  S, a s  an  Arg node:
24* Argument r a i s i n g  ( o p tio n a l)
SD: A “ S ! t predl  " B Argt” C “ S2 tpred2 -  ArgtRole SU r g  U r g  - F
1 -  2 - 3  -  4  -  5 6 -7  -8  -9
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  = = >  1 2 3 4  6 + [5 J2f 7] 8 9 .
C o n d it io n s :  ( i )  R o le  -  Ag> N eut, Loc, P u rp . . .
( i i )  P redq  i s  an  R - t r ig g e r .
SCs A - s-JPred! - B Argt- C - A^tj^gtRole S]Arg ^ 2 [Prea2^ ] S2] ^ A^ ^ - F  
1 -  2 - 3  - 4 -  6 - 5 - 7  - 8 - 9
g iv in g  th e  d e r iv e d  s t r u c tu r e  (2 4 M ) from  (2 4 1) :





Role S Role Role • S
Predg Arg^ Arg
Role




Role S Pred2 Args
Rule (23) i s ,  as far  as I am aware, exclu sively  a p re lex ica l rule (though 
the litera tu re  i s  not always very clear on th is  point; McGawley's predicates, 
for  example, are not words, but semantic elem ents). Rule (24) , however, i s  
a p o stlex ica l rule (akin, as I have said, to S u b ject-ra is in g ); there i s ,  
though, a very sim ilar p re lex ica l ro le -ra is in g  rule which I suspect is  
r ea lly  the same as (24), though the d e ta ils  are somewhat d ifferen t. The 
main d is tin c tio n s  are that condition (2) of (24) does not apply, but instead  
a higher role acts as tr igger  for an id en tica l lower role ( in  fa c t, corefer­
ence i s  assumed, though I am not sure what the general im plications of th is  
are), and the s is te r -S  of the lower role i s  raised , leaving i t s  s is te r -r o le  
behind. Thus, (24) ra ise s  a whole node ( i . e .  both ro le  and role-content) 
whereas th is  p re lex ica l rule ra ise s  the content only, though i t s  ro le acts  
as the immediate tr igger  for the operation. The rule should therefore be 
ca lled  Role-content ra is in g , but I have used the shorter, though le s s  
accurate, term R ole-raising throughout (except when actu a lly  specifying  
the particu lar ro le: Agent-raising. Re su it-r a i s i  ng e t c . ) .
2 5 .  R o l e - r a i s i n g
S D :  ¥  -  A [ R o l e .  -  _ [X -  , [ R o l e . -  S ] . -  l ] J .  - Z
A r g  1  S  L A r g  u 2  A r g  J S J A r g
OPT
1 -  2  -  3 -  4 - 5  - 6  - 7 = ^ 1 2 + 5 3 4 0 6 7
S G : W A r g ^ A r g R ^R o l Q l  "  S ^ A r g R  ~  S ^ X “  A r g  ^R o l e 2-*A rg  ~  ^ A r g  ~  Z
1 -  2 - 5  3 -  4  - 6  - 7
C o n d i t i o n :  R ° l e ^  i s  i m m e d i a t e l y  d o m i n a t e d  b y  a  n o d e  w h i c h  a l s o
d o m i n a t e s  R o l e ^ ,  a n d  R o l e  R -  R o l e ^ ,  ( w h e r e  R o l e  -  A g ,
O b j ,  I n s t >  T i m e ,  L o c ,  M a n n e r . . . ) .
T h i s  w o u l d  g i v e  t h e  d e r i v e d  s t r u c t u r e  ( 2 5 ’ ) f r o m  ( 2 4 * ) :
2 5 * .  .
£
Mod
Ar g Ar g • "Arg
, \  a  r
Role S £**% Role
Role S. Fred0 Argrt Arg ^\ -
Role
(25) i s  c lea r ly  very sim ilar to  (24)> and a un ified  Argument-raising rule 
seems a p riori l ik e ly . Notice, in c id en ta lly , that R ole-raising, unlike 
Argument-raising does not stip u la te  that the raised argument must be the 
f i r s t  in  i t s  S.
To demonstrate that (24) i s  equivalent to  P o sta l's  rule for  subject- 
ra isin g  (o p .c i t : 24 sqq*), l e t  us try  i t  out on PostaL's examples:
26 . (a) Joan b e lieves that Bob loves Sylvia,*
(b) Joan b e liev es  Bob to love Sylviaj
27. (a) I t  happens that Bob loves S y lv ia ;
(b) Bob happens to love Sylvia;
These would have the (non-fundamental) structures:
BELIEVE Neut
P red  A rg-^  P^ed Ar§22
JOAN Neut 22
BOB. Ag. SILVIA Neut
'Ag such that Ag i s  Joan b elieves something, namely, th at Ag such that Ag 
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'Thing (Neut) such that Ag such that Ag i s  Bob loves Neut such that Neut 
i s  Sylvia happens (to be the case)* .
Both of these contain lex ica lia ed  subtrees already ( i . e .  p re lex ica l 
applications o f both (23) and (2$) have already taken place, and a Lexical 
In sertion  rule has replaced subtrees with appropriate le x ic a l item s). 
Scanning (26c) for the conditions which (24) imposes, we fin d  that BELIEVE 
i s ,  in  fa c t , an R -trigger. I t s  S (S ) contains two possib le embedded Ss
3(8  ^ and S2) . Taking S^, the f i r s t  (and only) argument co n sists  of Role 
only: i t  therefore does not meet constituent 6 of (24) .  (However, even 
i f  th is  condition i s  relaxed, we do not end up with an ungrammatical 
sequence, since R ole-raising without S, which i s  the converse of the 
ty p ica l p r e -le x ica l operation (c f . (25))> w ill  resu lt in  the un lexicalized  
subtree (that i s ,  unsubstituted by a sin g le  le x ic a l  item ): ’one who i s  
Joan'). Taking 8^, we find that i t  s a t is f ie s  a l l  the conditions; by 
rule (24)j therefore, we can ra ise  Role S of the f i r s t  argument (A rg^), 
and Chomsky-adjoin i t  to the node, giving:
26. ( c ! ) .
Pred
BELIEVE "ArgR
Pred Arg^ Arg21 'S ,
JOAN/ \Ag BOB (Ag) Pred Arg
LOVE SILVIA (Neut)
P o sta l's  Raising rule i s  as fo llow s:
28. (a) X, Verb, (NP), Verb, NP, X S] ^ 3  Z
1 2 3  4 5 6  7 8
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 = ^  1 2 3 5 4 6 7 8  (1974:25 sq .)
The advantage of th is  ru le , as Postal points out (c f . McCawley 1970c) i s  
that i t  enables the un ified  treatment of both types o f R-trigger (exempli­
fie d  in  (26) and (27)), since i t  i s  based on the VSO order suggested by 
McCawley ( ib id .) .  The drawback i s  that i t  does not stip u la te  the ro les  
of the NPsj p articu larly  in  derived structure. Thus the derived structure 
follow ing rule (28a) i s :
28. (b)
The relation sh ip  between the upper Verb and i t s  three NPs i s  obscure.
(28b) also appears to  claim that the raised NP i s  no longer part of a 
bigger NP. However, (26c') shows that the basic ro le -a llo c a tio n  of (26c) 
i s  unchanged: i s  s t i l l  an NP, but one whose in tern a l structure has
been a ltered . This captures the correct entailment o f the sentence: note 
that Joan b elieves Bob to love Sylvia , lik e  Joan b e liev es  that Bob loves  
Sylvia does not e n ta il  Joan b elieves Bob, but rather Joan b elieves some­
th in g . P o sta l's  derived structure (28b) gives us no such information, 
and in  fa c t suggest^ in correctly , that the raised  NP i s  now quite d is t in c t  
from i t s  previous matrix. In other words, Postal has to  re ly  on the 
meaning-preserving hypothesis alone to  ju s t ify  the semantic structure 
derived by h is ra isin g  ru le . In the present formulation, the derived 
structure preserves the underlying semantic structure without needing to  
lean on th is  global constraint. However, Postal does add a caveat post­
u lating that the sp ec if ica tio n  of grammatical rela tion s would improve 
h is rule (o p .c i t :27).
In  tx-ro papers, (1973: already referred to ; and 1975)? Anita Hochster 
also  questions the formulation of Raising. The former has only McCawley's 
informal statement of three ra ising  ru les -  P red icate-raisin g , Negative- 
ra isin g , and Su bject-raising (McCawley 1970c) -  to  work on. Her main 
th e s is  i s  that a l l  o f these ra isin g  rules could be un ified  i f  the SD of
the rule could stip u la te  VP as one of i t s  constituents (which the VSQ
hypothesis does not allow, since i t  separates V and 0 ) . However, Hochster's 
th e s is  i s  p ossib le , given VOS or SOV order also  (as has already been pointed 
out above); however, i t  a lso  depends on la te  le x ic a l in sertion , in  shallow  
structure, a fter  the c y c lic a l transformations have operated. (This would, 
of course, make i t  possib le for le x ic a l in sertion  to follow  the rule o f  
Verb-Subject Inversion, a lso  p o stcy c lica l, so that le x ic a liz a t io n s  from 
VPs merely require to fo llow  th is  r u le ) . Hochster's un ified  Subordinate 
Clause Raising rule i s  as follow s:
2 9 .  X, V, s [HP, W]g, Y
1 2 3 4 5 = = »  1 2 + 4 3 jf 5,
where -t- -  Chomsky-adjunction i f  W -  V 
-  sister-ad ju n ction  i f  W -  VP
As the SD o f rule (29) shows? the constituent W, along with NP, exhausts 
i t s  dominating S; thus, i f  W -  V, V must be in tra n sit iv e , and since  
in tra n sit iv e  Vs are a lso  dominated by VP, i t  follow s that both conditions
in  (29) w il l  apply: the in tra n sit iv e  V may be Chomsky-adjoined, or the 
VP, together with i t s  dominated in tra n sitiv e  V, may be sister-ad jo ined;  
otherwise* VP represents tra n s itiv e  V + HP. This analysis handles 




I f  W Is  analysed as V, (30b) resu lts  (a fter  tree-pruning of the lower 




Cause-break i s  then le x ic a liz e d  into the causative verb break. I f ,  on 
the other hand, W i s  analyzed as VP in  (30a), the VP i s  sister-ad jo ined  
to  the dominating VP, and the lower NP node i s  again pruned, y ie ld in g:
30 . (c) ' S
Fred V NP ' VP
i ' Icause vase V 
break
which gives the (sub ject-raised , according to Postal) sentence: Fred 
caused the vase to  break. By Hochster’s formulation, therefore, i t  i s  
not the subject which i s  raised , but the predicate (when embedded and 
in tr a n s it iv e ) , giving what i s  a restructured VP. My quarrel with th is  
elegant so lu tion  i s  sim ilar to my argument against P o sta l's  ra isin g  ru le: 
and that i s  that the derived structure actually  runs counter to  the semantic
structure. Thus, although we can in fer  that 'Fred acted 1 ('Fred FP-ed'), 
we cannot in fer  that 'Fred caused something' from (30c). I t  remains to  
be seen whether arguments of th is  type have any v a lid ity  in  general, but 
in  the present work I propose to assume that there are two ra isin g -ru les , 
the second of x-jhich (R ole-ra isin g) i s  subject to  some only partly-understood 
conditions when p o stle x ic a l.
On embedded tr a n s it iv e s , Hochster claims that only VP-raising i s  
p ossib le , i . e .  in  McCawley's terms, that only Su bject-raising , and not 
Pred icate-ra isin g , may apply to  such structures. Hochster uses the example:
31. (a)
k iss  Mary
"only VP$s w il l  be raised  from embedded tr a n s it iv e s , and no tra n sitiv e  
predicate can be adjoined to a higher predicate to  form a 'p o ten tia l' 
le x ic a l  item. That i s ,  I am claiming that such a combination of elements 
w ill  never correspond to a le x ic a l item", (o p .c i t :1A)♦ The derived 




k iss  Mary
y ie ld in g  Fred caused Bob to k iss  Mary (which su ffers from the same 
entailment d efic ien cy  as discussed above). However, there are at le a st  
three ways in  which V only may be raised from an embedded tr a n s it iv e , i . e .  
in  which P redicate-raising  takes place:
( i )  In instrum entals o f the kind discussed in  Lakoff (1968c). Thus 
we might re la te  the sentences:
32. (a) Seymour s lic ed  the salami with a kn ifej
(b) Seymour caused (used?) a knife to  s l ic e  the salamij
(c) Seymour caused the salami to  be s lic e d  with a knife, 




CAUSE Ag S1 Result
Pred Ar§xi Fred.
SEYMOUR
're  a  i
Ag SLICE In st S21
A \
Neut 22/A
Pred Arg2n  Pred Arg221
KNIFE. In st SALAMI Neut
(The sim plified  version of th is  i s :  
(d1)
Arg.
CAUSE Ag Seymour Res
Pred Arg Arg
A  r
SHOE In st knife Neut salami )
Predicate-raising on SLICE y ie ld s:  
(e)
Pred Pred Ag Seymour Res Arg
CAUSE SLICE Arg Arg
In st knife Neut salami
The le x ic a lise d  predicate here i s  c lear ly  (causative) s l ic e ,  but the Arg  ^
constituent c lea r ly  needs restructuring (although sem antically, the 
relation sh ip  between knife and salami i s  reasonably presented as the resu lt
o f  th e  s l i c i n g ) . O b l ig a to r i ly ,  th o u g h , under c o n d i t io n s  w hich I  do no t 
u n d e rs ta n d , one o f  th e  argum ents under Arg^ becomes s u r f a c e - s t r u c tu r e  
o b je c t ,  w h ile  th e  o th e r  i s  s e t  o f f  w ith  a  p r e p o s i t io n s  
32 . (a )  Seymour s l i c e d  th e  sa lam i w ith  a  k n i f e :
( f )  Seymour s l i c e d  a  k n ife  in to  th e  s a la m i .
(However, th e s e  ap p e ar t o  be no t q u i te  synonym ous).
A rg u m e n t-ra is in g  on  (3 2 d ’ ) gives*.
(g)
P red  Arg.,
p 1CAUSE Ag. Seymour Res Arg^
Arg
I n s t  k n ife  P red  Argi /
SLICE Neut sa lam i 
w hich i s  (3 2 b ).
(32c) i s  th e  r e s u l t  o f  P a s s iv e  on (which m ere ly  perm u tes th e
two a rg u m e n ts ) , fo llo w e d  by A rg u m e n t-ra is in g . (The o n ly  problem  h e re  i s  
th e  use o f  w ith  r a t h e r  th a n  by  i n  th e  p a s s iv e ;  how ever, t h i s  i s  r e g u la r  
f o r  p a s s iv i s e d  I n s t r u m e n ts ) .
( i i )  W ith sym m etric p r e d ic a te s  ( c f .  L ako ff and P e te r s  1 9 6 9 ). Thus 
H o c h ste r (o p . c i t . )  p o in ts  o u t t h a t  th e  se n ten ce
33* (a )  F red  caused  Bob to  k i s s  Mary 
has no p r e d i c a t e - r a i s e d  form  w ith  c a u s e - to - k i s s  l e x i c a l i z e d ;  she c la im s  
t h i s  i s  a  s y s te m a tic  l e x i c a l  gap . I  would c la im  t h a t  i t  i s  an  a c c id e n ta l  
gap, s in c e  o th e r  v e rb s  s u b s t i t u t e d  f o r  k i s s  do have a l e x i c a l i z e d  p re d ic a te -  
r a i s e d  form , e .g .
(b) F red  cau sed  Bob to  m arry  Mary ,
(tz [ i n  one s e n s e ] ,  F red  m a rrie d  Bob
(c) F red  cau sed  Bob to  meet Mary • [ i n  one se n se ]
( -  F red  in tro d u c e d  Bob Mary)
(d) Avogadro cau sed  hydrogen  to  mix w ith  oxygen
( -  Avogadro mixed hydrogen  ^^nd^}  oxygen.
The f a c t  t h a t  x F red  m a rr ie d  Bob Mary i s  u n a c c e p ta b le , seems to  su g g e s t 
t h a t  th e r e  a re  o th e r  im p o rta n t r u l e s  p re c e d in g  p r e d i c a t e - r a i s i n g ,  whose
f u n c t io n  i s  e i t h e r  t o  c o n jo in  th e  two te rm s , o r  e l s e  t o  mark one D a tiv e  
e t c .  Thus, F re d  cau sed  t h a t  Bob m a rr ie d  Mary F red  c au sed  t h a t
Bob and  Mary m a r r ie d . The d e r iv e d  j o i n t  s u b je c t  may th e n  be r a i s e d  i n  th e  
o r d in a r y  way, g iv in g
M arry may th e n  be p r e d i c a t e - r a i s e d  g iv in g  CAUSE-MARRY, i . e .  m arry .
( i i i )  W ith  show. F o r a t  l e a s t  t h i s  form , t h e r e  i s  ev id en ce  n o t 
o n ly  o f  p r e d i c a t e - r a i s i n g ,  b u t a ls o  o f  a  d e r iv e d  s t r u c tu r e  f o r  th e  
rem a in in g  argum en ts w hich lo o k s  r a t h e r  l ik e  (3 2 e ) :
34 • (a) F red  cau sed  Bob to  see  Mary;
H o c h s te r rs  a n a ly s i s  m eets p roblem s w ith  a l l  o f  th e s e  o b s e rv a t io n s .  T ak ing  
i t ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  t h a t  h e r  s o lu t io n ,  though  e le g a n t ,  i s  a t te n d e d  w ith  g r e a t  
p ro b lem s, 1 . s h a l l  assume t h a t  P r e d ic a te - r a i s i n g  i s  a s e p a r a te  r u le  from  
A rg u m e n t- ra is in g . T h is  i s  p a r t l y  b ecause  A rg u m e n t- ra is in g  (and , in d e e d , 
S u b je c t - r a i s in g )  i s ,  a s  f a r  a s  X know, not a r u le  w hich s p e c i f i c a l l y  
c o n t r ib u te s  t o  l e x i c a l i z a t i o n ,  u n le s s  o f  c o u rse  some u n i f i c a t i o n  w ith  
R o le - r a is in g  (w hich does so c o n t r ib u te )  can  be e f f e c t e d .  As f a r  a s  I  
know, th e  l a t t e r  r u le  i s  o r i g i n a l  to  th e  p r e s e n t  w r i t e r  (though  p e rh ap s  
im p lie d  i n  Bach 1 9 6 8 ).
4*3 L e x ic a l i z a t i o n
L e t u s lo o k  f i r s t  a t  p r e - l e x i c a l  s t r u c t u r e .  My b a s ic  p rem ise  w i l l  
be t h a t  synonymous l e x i c a l  i te m s  w i l l  have i d e n t i c a l  sem an tic  s t r u c t u r e s ,  
n e a r  synonyms w i l l  have a lm o st i d e n t i c a l  sem an tic  s t r u c t u r e s ,  and so on .
(As a  m a t te r  o f  f a c t ,  my ev en  more b a s ic  p rem ise  -  w hich 1 hope to  d is c u s s  
i n  a n o th e r  p a p e r  (fo rth c o m in g  a ) -  i s  t h a t  l e x i c a l  i te m s  i n  f a c t  do n o t 
’’hav e11 sem a n tic  s t r u c t u r e s ,  o r  m eanings a t  a l l . I  b e l ie v e  i t  can  be 
c o n v in c in g ly  shown t h a t  l e x i c a l  ite m s  a re  m ere ly  a s s o c ia te d  w ith  g iv e n  
m eanings a t  any g iv e n  t im e , and t h a t  th e  p a r t i c u l a r  c o n f ig u r a t io n s  o f  
sem an tic  m a te r i a l  w hich make up p e rc e iv e d  " l e x i c a l  m eanings" a re  s u b je c t  
t o  a l t e r a t i o n ,  m o d if ic a t io n  and  change, no t o n ly  from  one p e r io d  to  a n o th e r ,  
b u t e q u a l ly  from  one use t o  a n o th e r , c f .  my rem arks i n  s e c t io n  2 .1 6  above, 
and my p a p e r  on  sem an tic  change (W erth 1 9 7 4 a ) . Synonyms may, b u t no t 
n e c e s s a r i ly ,  t u r n  o u t a ls o  to  f u n c t io n  i d e n t i c a l l y  i n  su b seq u e n t s t r u c tu r e ,
i . e .  to  be th e  same " p a r t  o f  sp e ec h " , b u t t h i s  i s  n o t a  sem an tic  consequence ,
(e )  F red  cau sed  Bob and Mary to  m arry .
(b) F red  showed J Bob Mary
\JMary to  Bob
b u t  r e s u l t s  from  th e  p a r t i c u l a r  sem an tic  c o n f ig u r a t io n  and node-dom inance 
r e l a t i o n s h ip  w hich th e  item s i n  q u e s t io n  a re  s u b o rd in a te  t o .  Thus, many 
s u r f a c e  nouns a re  c l e a r l y  v e r b a l  i n  f o rc e ,  and upon ex a m in a tio n  th e y  a lm ost 
i n v a r i a b ly  t u r n  o u t to  be v e rb a l  i n  d e r iv a t io n  a s  w e l l ,  e .g .  te m p ta t io n , 
t r a n s m i t t e r , handshake, s e a r c h . Sometimes th e s e  d e v e rb a l  nouns a re  m odally  
o r  a s p e c tu a l ly  m arked, e .g .  a  buv ( th a t  which has b een  b o u g h t) ,  a d r in k  
( t h a t  w hich may be d ru n k ) . and th e r e  may be c o -o c c u rre n c e  o r  s y n ta c t ic  
r e s t r i c t i o n s  n o t found w ith  n o n -d e v e rb a l nouns, th o u g h  we need no t go i n to  
th e s e  f a c t s  h e re .  Some s u r fa c e  nouns w ith  v e rb a l  fo rc e  have no v e rb a l  
e q u iv a le n ts ,  e i t h e r  because  th e  nom inal has been  borrow ed from  a n o th e r  
language  ( in  which th e  v e rb a l  e q u iv a le n t ,  t h a t  i s ,  s o u rc e , does e x i s t ) ,  o r  
e l s e  becau se  th e  v e rb  has  become e x t i n c t .  A w ell-know n example o f  t h i s  i s  
a g g re s s io n  (^a g g re s s  a c c o rd in g  t o  McCawley 1968b does no t e x i s t ,  and he 
c i t e s  L ak o ff (1965, p u b lis h e d  1970 ). However, a s  L ak o ff p o in ts  o u t t h e r e ,  
e .g .  85 s q q .,  d i c t i o n a r i e s  do i n  f a c t  c o n ta in  th e  i te m , unmarked f o r  
a rc h a ic n e s s ,  r a r i t y  o r  d i a l e c t  r e s t r i c t i o n .  T h is  i s  th e r e f o r e  a  problem  
( i ) '  o f  i d i o l e c t a l  d i f f e r e n c e s ,  and ( i i )  o f  " c e n t r a l "  v s " p e r ip h e r a l"  
v o c a b u la ry , b o th  o f  w hich we may e x p e c t to  be p r o b le m a t ic a l  w ith  a c c id e n ta l  
l e x i c a l  g a p s ) .  To t h i s ,  we may add contem pt ( contem n i s  o b s o le te ) ,  and 
r e v u l s io n  ( r e v u ls e  i s  o b s o le t e ) .  Som etim es, p a r t i c u l a r l y  w ith  a s p e c tu a l ly  
and m odally  m arked nouns ( c f . a b o v e ), i n  which i n  my te rm s  Re s u i t - r a i  s i  ng 
has  o p e ra te d , th e  v e rb a l  fo rc e  o f  th e  n o m in a liz a tio n  i s  l i k e l y  to  d im in ish  
w ith  t im e , and w i l l  o f te n  d is a p p e a r  a l t o g e th e r ,  tho u g h  th e r e  may be i d i o ­
s y n c r a t ic  v a r i a t i o n  i n  t h i s  ( e .g .  f o r  me, a  (b re a d -)  r o l l  i s  f e l t  t o  be 
n o n -v e rb a l, w hereas a  (S w iss) r o l l  o r  a  (b ed -) r o l l  s t i l l  i s  v e r b a l ) .
S im ila r  rem arks a p p ly  to  th e  o th e r  m ajor p a r t s  o f  sp e ec h . The q u e s t io n  i s ,  
t h e r e f o r e ,  what sem an tic  s t r u c tu r e  u n d e r l ie s  th e s e  f a c t s .
Emmon Bach, i n  h i s  im p o rta n t 1968 p a p e r , makes th e  s u g g e s t io n  t h a t ,  
f o r  v a r io u s  re a s o n s  co n n ec ted  w ith  t h e i r  ea se  o f  d e r iv a t io n ,  c e r t a i n  nouns 
have u n d e r ly in g  them r e s t r i c t i v e  r e l a t i v e  c la u s e s  (a  s im i la r  p ro p o sa l  i s  
made i n  Thorne 1 9 7 2 a). I  w ish  t o  go f u r t h e r  and s u g g e s t  t h a t  a l l  " c o n te n t-  
iv e s "  (nouns, v e rb s , a d je c t iv e s ,  a d v e rb s , ro u g h ly ) have u n d e r ly in g  them  
whole p r o p o s i t io n s ,  whose p r e d ic a te s  and argum ents c o n s i s t  o f  sem an tic  p rim e s . 
F u rth e rm o re , I  w ish  to  p ropose  t h a t  d i f f e r e n t  l e x i c a l  i te m s , w hatever t h e i r  
s u p e r f i c i a l  form  o r  c a te g o ry , w i l l  sh a re  p a r t  o f  t h i s  u n d e r ly in g  s t r u c tu r e  
t o  th e  e x te n t  t h a t  th e y  sh a re  m eaning. That i s  to  sa y , p a r t i a l  synonymy i s  
r e f l e c t e d  by p a r t i a l  i d e n t i t y  o f  u n d e rly in g  s t r u c t u r e .  T h is  i s  u n c o n tr o v e r s ia l
o  ^ ^
i n  TG se m a n tic s , I  t h in k .  However, i n  a  th e o ry  w hich r e j e c t s  th e  t r a d i t i o n a l  
n o t io n  t h a t  words "h av e” m eaning, b u t which in s te a d  p ro p o se s  t h a t  l e x i c a l  
i te m s  a re  a c c id e n ta l ly  a s s o c ia te d  w ith  sem an tic  s t r u c t u r e s ,  i n  su ch  a th e o ry  
i t  becomes n e c e s s a ry  to  re c o g n iz e  th e  f a c t  t h a t  a  sem an tic  t r e e  may i n  i t s  
e n t i r e t y  be a s s o c ia te d  w ith  a  word o r  even a number o f  s e p a ra te  w ords, w h ile  
a t  th e  same tim e  d i f f e r e n t  p a r t s  o f  th e  same t r e e  may be a s s o c ia te d  w ith  
o th e r  w ords. T h is  s e t  o f  words, which need n o t be f u n c t io n a l ly  o r  morpho­
l o g i c a l l y  r e l a t e d ,  w i l l  a l l  be a t  l e a s t  p a r t i a l l y  s im i la r  i n  m eaning, and 
w i l l  c o n s t i t u t e ,  i n  S a u ssu re a n  te rm s, a  "sem an tic  a s s o c i a t i v e  s e t " .  I  s h a l l  
now a tte m p t t o  s u b s ta n t i a t e  th e s e  rem ark s .
L et us f i r s t  c o n s id e r  th e  fo llo w in g  l e x i c a l  i te m s :  
35* (a) a c t  (a  p a r t )  r o l e  a c to r  p la y
l i e  ( t e l l  l i e s )
p re te n d
p la y  (a  p a r t )
d issem b le
sham
f e ig n
EfiEfc. B la z e r  drama
fa ls e h o o d  p e rfo rm e r t ra g e d y  
p re te n c e  l i a r  comedy
f i c t i o n  con-m an s to r y
f ra u d  im p o sto r
l i e  im p e rso n a to r
mimic
t h e a t r e
p layhouse
s ta g e
e tc  •
I  am c la im in g , th e r e f o r e ,  t h a t  a l l  o f  th e s e  item s a re  a t  l e a s t  p a r t i a l l y  
synonymous, w hich i n  te rm s o f  th e  th e o ry  I  am p u t t i n g  fo rw ard  means t h a t  
th e y  have some sem an tic  s t r u c tu r e  i n  common. T h is , I  would s u g g e s t, i s  
som eth ing  l ik e  (3 5 b ), ( ig n o r in g  ’Mod’ f o r  th e  tim e  b e in g ) :
35* (b)




I f  t h i s  were a p o s t l e x i c a l  s t r u c tu r e ,  w ith  th e  r o l e s  f i l l e d  i n  by a p p ro p r ia te  
l e x i c a l  i te m s  o r  g ram m atica l fo rm a tiv e s , and V e rb -S u b je c t I n v e r s io n  ( o f .  
McCawley 1970c) and o th e r  s u r f a c e - s t r u c tu r e  fo rm a tio n  r u l e s  h av in g  ta k e n  
p la c e ,  (35b) would r e p r e s e n t  a  s u r fa c e  se n te n c e  l ik e  ( 3 5 c ) :
35* (c) Someone says o r  does som ething such  t h a t  t h i s  i s  f a l s e  
( i n  some p l a c e ) . . .
(The Loc and any f u r t h e r  argum ents th e r e  m ight he a re  meant to  be o p t io n a l  
i n  th e  sen se  d is c u s s e d  above. The d e i c t i c  e x p re s s io n s  i n  th e  s u r f a c e -  
"t r a n s l a t i o n "  (35c) r e p r e s e n t  th e  "b in d in g "  o f  a  r o le  e i t h e r  by v i r t u e  o f
dom inated  by a  h ig h e r  o c c u rre n ce  o f  th e  same r o le  (a s  w ith  N eut) , i n  w hich 
c a s e , th e  low er o c c u rre n c e  w i l l  be u n s p e c i f ie d ) .
V | •
P r e le x i c a l ly ,  how ever, t r a n s f o r m a t io n a l  r u l e s  (su ch  as th o se  d is c u s s e d  
i n  th e  p re v io u s  s e c t io n )  can  a p p ly , to  " in c o rp o ra te "  ( c f .  G ruber 1965) some 
p a r t s  o f  th e  s t r u c tu r e  (35b) i n to  o th e r  p a r t s  o f  i t .  The r a i s in g  t r a n s ­
fo rm a tio n s , a s  we have se en , o p e ra te  t o  l i f t  c e r t a i n  nodes, to g e th e r  w ith  
a l l  th e y  dom inate (and , i n  some c a s e s , command), and a d jo in  them to  a  node 
o f  th e  same ty p e  a t  a  h ig h e r  p o in t  i n  th e  t r e e .  At v a r io u s  s ta g e s  o f  th e  
p ro c e s s , r u l e s  o f  l e x i c a l  i n s e r t i o n  can  ta k e  p la c e ,  to  s u b s t i t u t e  l e x i c a l  
ite m s  f o r  whole t r e e s ,  o r ,  more o f te n ,  s u b tr e e s .
We a re  now i n  a p o s i t i o n  to  t r y  o u t th e  r u le s  (23) and (25) on a 
s t r u c tu r e  which w i l l  end up c o n ta in in g  s e v e r a l  o f  th e  c lo s e l y - r e l a t e d  ite m s  
i n  (3 5 a ) , occupy ing  d i f f e r e n t  r o l e s :
36. (a )  An a c to r  p la y e d  a p a r t  i n  a  t h e a t r e .
The u n d e r ly in g  s t r u c tu r e  o f  (36a) can  be r e p r e s e n te d  a s  th e  h ig h - le v e l  t r e e  
(36b ) ,  i n  which th e  embedded p r o p o s i t io n  SQ, o c c u r r in g  f o u r  t im e s , i s  m eant 
t o  r e f e r  to  th e  s t r u c tu r e  (35b) above:
S in c e  (36a) c o n ta in s  fo u r  i te m s  from  l i s t  (3 5 a ) , o f  w hich (35b) r e p r e s e n te d  
th e  common m eaning, t h i s  s t r u c tu r e  o c c u rs  fo u r  t im e s , a s  a  s u b tre e  o f  d i f f e r ­
e n t  r o l e s  and as  a  p r e d i c a t e - s u b t r e e .  Such l e x i c a l  ite m s  a s  a c to r ,  p lay e d , 
p a r t ,  t h e a t r e  a r e ,  i t  i s  c la im ed , l e x i c a l i z a t i o n s  o f th e  r e s u l t s  o f  d i f f e r e n t  
r a i s i n g  t r a n s fo r m a t io n s  on Sq o f  (3 5 b ) . I t  w i l l  s im p l i f y  th e  p r e s e n ta t io n  
o f  t h i s  i f  we c o n s id e r  each  o f  th e  nodes dom inated by Sx  i n  (36b) i n  t u r n :
i t s  hav ing  th e  same s u b tre e  s p e c i f i c a t i o n  ( e .g .  Ag, S^) o r  o f  i t s  b e in g
36. (b)
£





W ith P r e d i c a t e - r a i s i n g  on th e  P red  o f  S^, and t r e e - p r u n in g ,  a s  d is c u s s e d
above, t h i s  becom es:
3 6 . (d) J
P red
Pred, Arg. Arg. Arg.
P red P red Neut Loc
DO
I n  "S em an tese" , th e  t r a n s l a t i o n  o f  t h i s  i s :
3 6 . (e) ’F o r Ag. t o  do - f a l s e  som eth ing  ( i n  some p l a c e ) ' .
(The p a ra p h ra se  has  no s ig n i f ic a n c e  e x c e p t p r e s e n t a t i o n a l l y ) . A l e x i c a l  
i n s e r t i o n  r u le  w i l l  th e n  a p p ly  t o  r e p la c e  th e  whole o f  SQ h e re  w ith  an  
a p p ro p r ia te  l e x i c a l  i te m . I  co n ce iv e  o f  t h i s  ty p e  o f  r u le  a s  fo rm ing  an  
a d ju n c t  to  what I  c a l l  a C o n f ig u ra t io n  A rc h iv e . B r i e f ly ,  t h i s  i s  an  open- 
ended c o l l e c t i o n  o f  sem an tic  s t r u c tu r e s  such  a s  (36c) and (36d ) , (though  
not n e c e s s a r i ly  t h e s e ) ,  to g e th e r  w ith  s u b s t i t u t i o n  r u l e s  l in k in g  l e x i c a l  
ite m s  w ith  th e s e  s t r u c tu r e s  o r  p a r t s  o f  them . The s u b s t i t u t i o n  r u l e s  a re  
what I  have c a l l e d  " l e x i c a l  i n s e r t i o n  r u le s " ,  b u t i t  sh o u ld  no t be assum ed 
t h a t  th e  A rch ive  o r  th e s e  r u le s  a re  a n y th in g  l i k e  th e  l e x i c a l  subcomponent 
o f  th e  ST B ase, f o r  exam ple. One im p o rta n t d i f f e r e n c e ,  a s  I  see  i t ,  i s  t h a t  
i n  th e  A rch iv e , words a re  no t c o n s id e re d  to  have an  in h e r e n t  sem an tic  
s t r u c tu r e ,  o r  be composed o f  in h e r e n t  sem an tic  f e a t u r e s .  The id e a  t h a t  
words do p o s s e s s  such  a t t r i b u t e s  i s  in c u lc a te d  in to  us by ou r l e x ic o g r a p h ic a l  
t r a d i t i o n ,  w hich g iv e s  them  a  s p u r io u s  f i x i t y  and e x a c t i tu d e .  I n  f a c t ,  o f  
c o u rs e , a  d i c t io n a r y  i s  no more th a n  a  r e c o rd  o f  some o f  th e  sem an tic
c o n f ig u r a t io n s  w hich have b een  o r  have come to  be a s s o c ia te d  w ith  a  p a r t i c ­
u l a r  fo rm . D ic t io n a r i e s  can  be n e i th e r  e x h a u s tiv e  no r u p - to - d a te ,  s in c e  
th e y  can  o n ly * re c o rd  c o m p a ra tiv e ly  few u ses  o f  a  p a r t i c u l a r  wofd i n  a  
p a r t i c u l a r  sen se  (w hich may i n  f a c t  be s e v e r a l  s u b t l y - d i s t i n c t  s e n se s  
g r o s s ly  lumped to g e th e r )  w h ile  ig n o r in g  th e  many o th e r  u se s  which a re  p e r ­
haps n ev e r w r i t t e n  down and w hich a re  g r a d u a l ly  a l t e r i n g  and m in u te ly  v a ry ­
in g  m inute  by m inute and from  sp e ak e r  to  sp e a k e r . The A rch iv e , to o , t h e r e ­
f o r e ,  i s  i n  c o n s ta n t  f l u x :  i t  r e p r e s e n ts  th e  f l u i d i t y  o f  th e  l e x i c a l  r e s o u rc e s  
o f  any s p e a k e r . The sem an tic  c o n f ig u r a t io n s  p e r s i s t ,  we may assum e, th o u g h  
w ith  a d d i t io n s  a s  new "co n c e p ts"  (a s  th e y  te n d  t o  be c a l l e d )  come in to  th e  
lan g u a g e . What changes -  and r a p id ly  -  a re  th e  a s s o c ia t io n s  betw een  l e x i c a l  
ite m s  and c o n f ig u r a t io n s ,  ( c f .  W erth, 1974a). The d is c re p a n c y  betw een  
form  and m eaning i s  an  a n c ie n t  o b s e rv a t io n , w hich has  s u rv iv e d  d r a s t i c  
changes o f  l i n g u i s t i c  th e o r y  v i r t u a l l y  u n sc a th e d . Thus ST has l e x i c a l  i te m s  
" p r e - e x i s t i n g " ,  a s  i t  were (p ro v id e d  by th e  le x ic o n  i n  t h e  B a se ), and g iv e n  
sem an tic  c o n te n t by th e  sem an tic  component, and p h o n o lo g ic a l  form  by a  com­
b in a t io n  o f  th e  le x ic o n  (w hich a ls o  s p e c i f i e s  some s e m a n t ic /s y n ta c t ic  
f e a tu r e s )  and th e  p h o n o lo g ic a l  com ponent. Thus, from  t h e i r  e a r l i e s t  form u­
l a t i o n  i n  ST, words embody i n  o u t l in e  b o th  form  and m eaning. I n  th e  A rch iv e , 
however, m eanings a re  q u i te  c l e a r l y  b a s i c a l l y  s p e c i f ie d ,  w h ile  form s a re  
s e c o n d a r i ly  r e l a t e d  to  them  ( c f .  my comments i n  s e c t io n  4 . 22 ) .
Alm ost e v e ry  ite m  i n  l i s t  (35a) c o u ld  be s u b s t i tu t e d  f o r  (36d ), though  
th e  node ’Pred* h e lp s  to  e n su re  t h a t  a  sm a lle r  s u b s e t  o f  th e  l i s t ,  m arked 
as  o c c u rr in g  under 'P r e d 1 w ith  a h ig h  p r o b a b i l i t y ,  w i l l  i n  f a c t  be cho sen .
T hat i s  t o  say , we sh o u ld  f in d  th e  se n te n c e
37. ? S ir  Lawrence O l iv ie r  a c to re d  hum orously 
co m p reh en sib le , th o u g h  odd, s in c e  th e  form  a c to r  has  a  low p r o b a b i l i t y  
r a t i n g  a s  P re d . High p r o b a b i l i t y  P red  form s f o r  t h i s  s t r u c tu r e  in c lu d e  
a c t ,  p la y , perfo rm , s ta g e ,  e n a c t ,  re h e a r s e  e t c .  ( d is t in g u is h e d  from  o th e r  
u se s  o f  th e  same w ords, e .g .  a c t ,  p la y , by p e rh ap s  a  P u rpose  Argument, 
marked 'd ram a ' o r  'e n t e r t a i n m e n t ') .  I t  m ight be o b je c te d  t h a t  i t  begs th e  
q u e s t io n  to  mark ite m s  f o r  p r o b a b i l i t i e s ,  s in c e  i t  c o u ld  be a rg u ed  t h a t  th e  
n a iv e  l e a r n e r  has no means o f  a s c e r ta in in g  l e v e l s  o f  p r o b a b i l i t y ,  and u se s  
some such  n o t io n  a s  " c o r r e c tn e s s "  to  r e g u la te  h i s  own speech  and t h a t  o f  
o th e r s ,  i . e .  t h a t  p r o b a b i l i t y  i s  a  l i n g u i s t s '  c o n s t r u c t .  Thus i t  sh o u ld  be 
obv ious i n  th e  grammar t h a t  a  form  such  a s  a c to r  does n o t o ccu r c o r r e c t l y  a s  
a p r e d i c a t e .
There a re  two p o in ts  to  make h e re , one m e ta th e o r e t i c a l ,  th e  o th e r  
le x ic o m o rp h o lo g ic a l:  f i r s t ,  a s  I  have a rg u ed  i n  s e c t io n  2 .1 5 , i t  i s  th e  
e i t h e r - o r  n o t io n  o f  c o r r e c tn e s s ,  o r  g ra m m a tic a lity , w hich i s  th e  a r t i f i c i a l  
l i n g u i s t s 1 c o n s tr u c t  -  th e  n a iv e  sp eak e r can  re c o g n is e  t h a t  some s e n te n c e s  
a re  l e s s  p ro b a b le  th a n  o th e r s  ( f o r  v a r io u s  r e a s o n s ) ,  and w ith  enough 
inducem ent (a  la r g e  p r o p o r t io n  o f  w hich i s  in h e r e n t  i n  th e  s o c ia l  conven­
t i o n s  gov ern in g  language  u se ) can  p ro b a b ly  c o n te x tu a l iz e  a l l  b u t  th e  l e a s t  
p ro b a b le . The id e a  o f  d e g re e s  o f  a c c e p t a b i l i t y  (and even  o f  g ra m m a tic a lity , 
c f .  Chomsky 1965) i s  much more re a so n a b le  a s  an  e v a lu a t io n  o f  human b e h av io u r 
th a n  th e  s im ple  d ichotom y nc o r r e c t / i n c o r r e c t ,,, g iv e n  t h a t  b e h a v io u r , in c lu d in g  
l i n g u i s t i c  b e h a v io u r , can  u s u a l ly  o n ly  be judged  r e l a t i v e  to  i t s  c o n te x t .  
A rr iv in g  a t  th e  p r o b a b i l i t y  r a t i n g s ,  p resum ably  on th e  b a s i s  o f  o b s e rv a t io n  
and e l i c i t a t i o n ,  i s  a l t o g e th e r  more d i f f i c u l t  th a n  t a l k i n g  abou t i t ,  however. 
The second p o in t  co n cern s  th e  f a c t  t h a t  a word such  a s  a c to r  i s  o f  co u rse  
marked w ith  an  a g e n tiv e  s u f f i x ;  t h i s  te n d s  to  f i x  i t s  f u n c t io n .  I t  i s  
p o s s ib le  to  f in d  d e -a g e n tiv e  v e rb s  ( e .g .  t a i l o r ,  b u tc h e r ) , b u t th e y  ap p ear 
to  be r a r e  and s e m a n t ic a lly  r e s t r i c t e d ,  ( i . e .  to  t a i l o r  does n o t n o rm a lly  
mean H o  be a t a i l o r ' ,  though  i t  can : he t a i l o r e d  f o r  a  l i v i n g . Even so , 
i t  may be n o te d  t h a t  th e r e  i s  no l e x i c a l l y - r e l a t e d  v e rb a l  r o o t  s t a i l ) .
The b o r d e r l in e s  betw een  th e  s u p e r f i c i a l  w o rd -c la s se s  a re  h ig h ly  f l e x i b l e ,  
a s  th e  fo llo w in g  exam ples show ( a l l  o f  them g e n u in e ly  o b s e rv e d ) :
38. (a )  He n avv ied  f o r  th r e e  y e a rs  b e fo re  ta k in g  Holy O rd e rs ;
(b) Are you c o f f e e - in g ?  (= h av in g  c o f f e e ) ;
(c) B o y co tt has b een  s to n e w a ll in g  f o r  fo u r  h o u rs  (= a c t in g  
d e fe n s iv e ly ,  l i k e  a s to n e  w a l l ) ;
(d) The s t a t u s - r e p o r t  i s  a l l  system s v e ry  much go.
I t  would n o t t h e r e f o r e  be re a s o n a b le  t o  mark a c to r  a s  o b l i g a t o r i l y  nom inal, 
s in c e  such  a  se n te n c e  a s  (37) i s  a c tu a l ly  q u i te  c l e a r l y  com orehensib le  
(and g iv en  t h a t  th e  ite m  to  a c t  a ls o  e x i s t s ,  a p r e d ic a te  i te m  to  a c to r
m ight have some a d d i t io n a l  s u b s tr u c tu r e  to  d i f f e r e n t i a t e  i t ,  e .g .  th e  sub­
t r e e  u n d e r ly in g  i n  an  a f f e c te d  m anner) . On th e  o th e r  hand, t h i s  f l e x i b i l i t y
i s  c l e a r l y  l im i te d  by th e  l e x i c a l  r e s o u rc e s  a s s o c ia te d  w ith  th e  p a r t i c u l a r
s u b tr e e .  A la r g e  amount o f  r e s e a rc h  in to  th e  p ro c e s s e s  o f  l e x i c a l i z a t i o n  
i s  u r g e n t ly  r e q u i r e d .
T ak ing  th e  second  b ra n c h  i n  (3 6 b ), we have:
~  TRUE Neut
!Ag such  t h a t  Ag does som eth ing  which i s  n o t t r u e  som ew here1.
The topm ost r o le  (u nder A r g ^ )  i s  th e  commanding r o l e ,  r e g u la t in g  by th e  
c o n d i t io n  on r u le  (25) th e  a p p l i c a t i o n  o f r o l e - r a i s i n g  to  a  low er node o f  
th e  same l a b e l .  R o le - r a is in g  i n  t h i s  case  w i l l  t h e r e f o r e  a p p ly  to  A rg^: 
36. ( f )
Neut S
1 Ag (su ch  t h a t  S-^) who does som ething which i s  n o t t r u e  somewhere1.
W ith P r e d i c a t e - r a i s i n g ,  a s  b e fo re ,  and assum ing t h a t  th e  l e x i c a l i z a t i o n  
o f  DO ~TRUE i s  som eth ing  l i k e  d issem b le  o r  p re te n d , a  synonymous Sem antese 
re n d e r in g  would b e :
'Ag (such  t h a t  S^) who p re te n d s  som eth ing  som ew here1.
Note t h a t  by r u l e  (25) th e  r a i s e d  elem ent has  to  be a lo n e , w ith o u t i t s
s i s t e r  R o le . Assuming t h a t  th e  e x p an sio n  o f t h i s  S p ro v id e s  th e  f u r t h e r  
c o n te n t  o f  Ag i n  i t s  Argument, and t h a t  i t  i s  som eth ing  l i k e :





i . e .  w ith  a  F red  c o n s is t in g  o f  a  la r g e  p o ly -c o n jo in t  sequence o f  Ss sub­
sumed under th e  l a b e l  o f  ( l e x i c a l i z e d  a s )  a p ro p e r  noun (o r  what th e  
lo g ic ia n s  th in k  o f  a s  a  " c o n s ta n t" ) , th e n  t h i s  p ro v id e s  n a t u r a l l y  f o r  th e  
e x p a n sio n  'Ag who i s  S i r  Lawrence O l iv ie r  who p re te n d s  som eth ing  som ew here ', 
o r ,  w ith  l a t e r  l e x i c a l i z a t i o n  ( fo r  w hich, see  below ) 'a c t o r  S i r  Lawrence 
O l i v i e r 1. N o tic e , to o ,  t h a t  s in c e  th e  r u le  moves th e  r o le - c o n te n t  o n ly , 
and th e  two nodes i n  q u e s t io n  a re  n e c e s s a r i ly  i d e n t i c a l ,  th e  r e s u l t  i s  
e q u iv a le n t  to  pe rm u tin g  th e  two e n t i r e  nodes, upper R o le , and low er 
Argum ent. There i s  a  s u g g e s t io n , however, ( s e e 's e c t i o n  5*2) t h a t  th e  
a d ju n c t io n  r e s u l t i n g  from  r o l e - r a i s i n g  shou ld  n o t be th e  r a t h e r  u n u su a l 
v a r i e ty  o f  C hom sky-ad jo in ing  g iv en  h e re , b u t r a t h e r  rep la ce m e n t o f  th e  
t r i g g e r i n g  r o l e  node by th e  r a i s e d  S.
One more p o in t  b e fo re  we lea v e  (3 6 f )• There i s ,  o f  c o u rs e , more 
sem an tic  in fo rm a t io n  a s s o c ia te d  w ith  such  an  ite m  a s  a c to r  th a n  i s  r e p ­
r e s e n te d  i n  (3& f), e*g* t h a t  i t  i s  no rm ally  used  o f  a  human male (w h ile
.'human fe m a le ' + (3 6 f)  would no rm ally  be a s s o c ia te d  w ith , say , a c t r e s s ,
4*and ' -  human' w ith  m im ic, w hich can  be used  o f  p l a n t s  and a n im a ls  as  w e l l  
a s  hum ans). T h is  in fo rm a tio n , i n  th e  form  o f  sem an tic  p rim e s , w i l l  be 
p re s e n te d  a s  p a r t  o f  th e  p r e l e x i c a l  s t r u c tu r e ,  though  c o n jo in e d  r a t h e r  
th a n  su b jo in e d  to  i t .  Thus i n  (3& f), c o n jo in e d  below  S would be 
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'Ag (su ch  t h a t  Ag i s  human, and m ale, and . . . )  who p re te n d s  som eth ing  
som ew here1.
N o tice  t h a t  t h i s  p ro p o sa l  n a tu r a l l y  s e p a r a te s  th e  p resu p p o sed  p a r t  o f  th e  
m eaning o f  th e  s t r u c tu r e  from  th e  a s s e r te d  p a r t .  Thus, t o  deny t h a t  L a rry  
i s  an  a c to r  i s  no t t o  deny t h a t  he i s  human, m ale, e t c . ,  b u t to  deny t h a t  
he p re te n d s  th in g s  i n  c e r t a i n  lo c a t io n s  f o r  c e r t a i n  p u rp o se s  ( c f . McCawley,
e .g .  1970a:172 sq * ) . The l e x i c a l i z a t i o n  o f t h i s ,  a s  a lr e a d y  m entioned ,
would be a c t o r , o r  p la y e r ,  o r  mimic, e t c . ,  depend ing  upon th e  c o n te n t  o f
S 0 -  S , ( c f .  (39) b e lo w ). o2 o ir  v
I n  a - s im i la r  way, th e  t h i r d  and f o u r th  argum ents o f  (36b) a re  r a i s e d  
to  g iv e
' Neut w hich Ag p re te n d s  somewhere' and
' Loc where Ag p re te n d s  s o m e th in g ', r e s p e c t iv e ly ,  
w hich l e x i c a l i z e  as r o l e ,  p a r t ,  im p e rso n a tio n  e t c .  and t h e a t r e ,  s ta g e , 
p lay h o u se  e t c .  r e s p e c t iv e ly .
A word abou t th e  a p p l i c a t i o n  o f  l e x i c a l i z a t i o n .  D i f f e r e n t  l e x i c a l  
s e ts ( s u c h  a s  (35a)) w i l l  o f  co u rse  v a ry  i n  t h e i r  fu n d am en ta l s t r u c t u r e .
(35a) happens to  be a  s e t  b ased  on a p r e d ic a te  s t r u c tu r e  (a c t  e t c . ) .
O ther s e t s  ( e .g .  m ilk , t o  m ilk , m ilkm aid , m ilk e r , m ilch -co w : ga rd e n , t o  
g arden , ga r d e n e r ; s h ip , to  s h ip , s h ip p e r , sh ip m en t, s h ip p in g ) a re  p resum ably  
based  on a rgum en ts , i . e .  th e y  p ro b ab ly  do not r e p r e s e n t  p r o p o s i t io n s  a t  a l l ,  
b a s i c a l l y .  Yet o th e r  s e t s  a re  ambiguous betw een  p r e d ic a te  and nom inal b a se s  
( e .g .  p l a n t / t o  p l a n t , p l a n t a t i o n ,  p l a n t e r ) . A p o s s ib le  means o f  d is c r im ­
in a t in g  would be from  th e  r e l a t i v e  sem an tic  co m p lex ity  o f  any g iv e n  node i n  
th e  b a s ic  c o n f ig u r a t io n .  Thus a c t  e t c .  m ight be r e p r e s e n te d  by som ething 
l i k e  th e  t r e e s  i n  (35) -  (3 6 ) , i n  which th e  'P r e d ' nodes a re  s p e c i f ie d ,  
w h ile  th e  'A rg ' nodes rem ain  s e m a n tic a lly  i n e x p l i c i t .  The b a s ic  nom ina ls , 
how ever, w i l l  a p p e a r  a s  p a r t s  o f  c o n f ig u r a t io n s  e x p re s s in g  th e  w ider l e x i ­
c a l  s e t  i n  which th e y  p a r t i c i p a t e ,  e .g .  m ilk  would a p p e a r  a s  a s u b tr e e  o f  
a  c o n f ig u r a t io n  t h a t  p e rh a p s  s t a r t s  w ith  LIQUID (a lth o u g h  presum ably  th e  
p r e d ic a te  form s d r in k  and flow  would be a s s o c ia te d  w ith  t h i s  same c o n f ig ­
u r a t i o n  a t  a  f a i r l y  h ig h  l e v e l ) . We m ight a ls o  e x p e c t t h a t  p rim ary  
s t r u c tu r e  f o r  b a s ic  nom inals would te n d  to  be c o n jo in e d . T h is  seems to  
me p o t e n t i a l l y  t o  embody i n  a  s u b s t a n t i a l  way th e  r a t h e r  e lu s iv e  E uropean 
n o tio n  o f  th e  "Sem antic F i e ld " ; b u t a  f u l l e r  d i s c u s s io n  o f  t h i s  must aw a it 
a  l a t e r  o p p o r tu n i ty  ( c f . L e h re r  1974 f o r  a  n o n -fo rm a l acco u n t o f  th e  n o t io n ) .
To r e t u r n  to  th e  example I n  hand, however, what we have i s ,  a s  I  have 
s t a t e d ,  a  b a s i c a l l y  p r e d ic a te  s t r u c t u r e .  The f i r s t  l e x i c a l i z a t i o n ,  t h e r e ­
f o r e ,  w i l l  be o f  t h a t  p r e d ic a te .  Thus SQ i n  (36g) w ould be l e x i c a l i z e d  as 
a c t  o r  p la y , e t c .  ( i t  h as  a lr e a d y  been  p a r t i a l l y  l e x i c a l i z e d ,  a f t e r  P r e d ic a te -  
r a i s i n g ,  a s  p r e te n d , o f  c o u rs e ) .  D is re g a rd in g  th e  c o n jo in e d  S s , t h i s  le a v e s  
a  new c o n f ig u r a t io n  w hich we can  r e p r e s e n t  a s  'Ag[ACT]' 'one  who a c t s '
(w h ile  th e  t h i r d  and f o u r th  argum ents o f  (36b) become 'N eut[A C T]' ' t h a t
w hich i s  a c t e d 1, and 'Loc[ACT]1 'p la c e  where a c t in g  o c c u r s 1) .  MeCawley 
a p p e a rs  to  r e f e r  to  t h i s  s o r t  o f  c o n f ig u r a t io n  i n  1968b :75 sq . and f n .  4  
i n  h i s  d is c u s s io n  o f  n o m in a lis a tio n s ,  e .g .  in v e n to r  (Ag [INVENT], in v e n t io n  
(Action[lNVENT] o r  Result[IN VEN T]) ,  ( l  have t r a n s l a t e d  h i s  te rm in o lo g y  
i n to  my n o t a t i o n ) . These p a r t l y - l e x i c a l i z e d  c o n f ig u r a t io n s  a re  th e n  f r e e  
to  e n te r  i n to  f u r t h e r  r a i s i n g  o p e ra t io n s  which a r e ,  i n  a  sen se  I  s h a l l  
d i s c u s s ,  p o s t - l e x i c a l  now. However, R o le - r a is in g  may s t i l l  ap p ly  to  th e s e  
p a r t l y - l e x i c a l i z e d  s t r u c tu r e s ,  p e rh ap s because  t h e i r  ro le -m a rk in g  i s  s t i l l  
e x p l i c i t  and may a c t  to  t r i g g e r  o f f  th e  p r e l e x ic a l  r u l e .  N o tice  though  
t h a t  th e  upper Role may l i f t  any S commanded by a low er i d e n t i c a l  r o l e  i n  
th e  same Argument node, and t h a t  a p p a re n tly  t h i s  o p e r a t io n  may a p p ly  w ith o u t 
l i m i t .  Thus, th e r e  a re  v a r io u s  p o s s ib le  l e x i c a l i z a t i o n s  and co m b in a tio n s  
o f  l e x i c a l i z a t i o n s  i f  th e  v a r io u s  Ss o f  (36g) a re  r a i s e d  i n  d i f f e r e n t  p e r ­
m u ta tio n s  :
39* (a) Role o n ly  ( i . e .  r u le  (25) has n o t a p p l ie d ) :  ' t h e  one who a c t s  
and i s  hujian and m a le 1, i . e .  (Ag) (ACT) (HOMAN) (MALE);
(b) Role + Sq : ' t h e  mimic who i s  human and m a le 1, iv e .  (Ag-ACT)
(HUMAN) (MALE);
(c ) Role f  So 2 : 't h e  p e rso n  who a c t s  and i s  m a le 1, i . e .  (Ag-HUMAN) 
(ACT) (MALE);
(d) R ole -f- ma le  who a c t s  and i s  human1, i . e .  (Ag-MALE)
(ACT) (HOMAN)j
(e) R ole + Sq + ^ 0 2 : '^^ie P^a^ e r  w^ 10 a s  i* e .  (Ag-ACT-HUMAN)
(MALE) j
( f )  Role + Sq + So^ : (no l e x i c a l  item  f o r  a male non-human m im ic),
i.e.(Ag-ACT-MALE) (HUMAN);
(g) Role f  So £ + So^ : ' t h e  man who a c t s 1, i . e .  (Ag-HUMAN-MALS) (ACT)
(h) R ole  + Sq + Sq2 + Sq^ : ' t h e  a c t o r 1, i . e .  (Ag-ACT-HUMAN-MALE).
Bach (1968) g iv e s  ev id en ce  f o r  th e  e s s e n t i a l  c o r r e c tn e s s  o f  th e  f i r s t  o f
th e s e  a s  a sh a llo w  r e p r e s e n ta t i o n  o f  th e  sem an tic  s t r u c tu r e  o f  nouns (th e
man -  th e  one who i s  a man, s in c e  i t  i s  p a r a l l e l  w ith  th e  one who i s
[w orking I ) .  My r u l e s  p rb v id e  th e  c o n te n t and th e  m ach inery  o f  such  r e p -  l a r g e  j
r e s e n t a t i o n s .  Two more p o in ts  b e fo re  we le a v e  l e x i c a l i z a t i o n .  F i r s t ,  on 
th e  te rm  " p r e l e x i c a l " :  McCawley u se s  t h i s  o f  t r a n s fo r m a t io n s  a f t e r  th e  
a p p l i c a t i o n  o f  w hich l e x i c a l  i te m s  can  p ro v a b ly  be i n s e r t e d .  N ote, however, 
t h a t  i n  t h i s  u se , no c la im  i s  n e c e s s a r i ly  b e in g  made t h a t  such  t ra n s fo rm ­
a t io n s  a c tu a l l y  u n d e r l ie  l e x i c a l i z a b l e  s t r u c tu r e s .  Thus i n  h i s  1968b p a p e r,
McCawley a rg u e s  t h a t  r e f l e x i v i z a t i o n  i s  a p r e l e x i c a l  r u l e  s in c e  such  a 
n o m in a liz a tio n  a s  P i c a s s o ’s p ic tu r e  o f  h im se lf  m ust d e r iv e  by way o f  some 
such  u n d e r ly in g  p r o p o s i t io n  a s  P ic a s s o  p a ih te d  P ic a s s o . I n  o rd e r  f o r  
r e f l e x i v i z a t i o n  to  ta k e  p la c e ,  he a rg u e s , th e  r e p e a te d  NPs must be i n  a 
s im p lex  S; b u t i f  p a in te d  i s  n o m in a lized  to  p i c t u r e ,  by th e  t r e e -p r u n in g  
c o n v e n tio n s , th e  e x p re s s io n  i s  no lo n g e r  an  S, and t h e r e f o r e  r e f l e x i v i z a t i o n  
canno t ta k e  p la c e .  T h e re fo re , th e  r e f l e x i v i z a t i o n  o f  P ic a s s o  to  h im s e lf  
m ust ta k e  p la c e ,  b e fo re  th e  l e x i c a l i z a t i o n  ( a f t e r  n o m in a liz a tio n )  o f  ( th a t  
w hich i s )  p a in te d  t o  p i c t u r e : th e r e f o r e  r e f l e x i v i z a t i o n  i s  p r e l e x i c a l .  T h is  
does n o t su g g e s t t h a t  r e f l e x i v i z a t i o n  i s  n e c e s s a r i ly  a l e x i c a l  t r a n s fo rm a t io n , 
a lth o u g h  th e  e x is te n c e  o f  compounds i n  s e l f -  and a u to -  su g g e s t t h a t  i t  can  
be ( c f .  W att 1973:461 s q . ) .  McCawley goes so f a r  a s  t o  su g g e s t t h a t  a l l  o f  
th e  t r a n s fo r m a t io n s  o f  th e  c y c le  ( in c lu d in g  p a s s iv i z a t io n ,  E q u i-N P -d e le tio n , 
t h e r e - i n s e r t i o n ,  and d a t iv e  movement) a re  p r e l e x i c a l .  P resum ably  t h i s  i s  
in te n d e d  i n  th e  n o n - le x ic a l  sense  o f  th e  word, s in c e  I  f o r  one canno t 
im agine a l e x i c a l  i te m  i n  whose d e r iv a t io n  t h e r e - i n s e r t i o n  had f ig u r e d .
The example o f  l e x i c a l  Equi which McCawley g iv e s  (o p . c i t . :78) I  f in d  
e x tre m e ly  d u b io u s: he p o s tu l a te s  t h a t  th e  word m a lin g e r  "has  a  meaning 
which a p p e a rs  to  r e s u l t  from  . . .  E q u i-N P -d e le tio n " , s in c e  i t  means ’p re te n d  
to  be s i c k ' w hich d e r iv e s  from  x p re te n d s  t h a t  x  i s  s i c k . He th e n  makes 
what i s  i n  f a c t  an  u n e x c e p tio n a b le  s ta te m e n t:  "Thus, t r e a t i n g  m a lin g e r  a s  
d e r iv in g  from  a sem an tic  s t r u c tu r e  c o rre sp o n d in g  t o  ’p re te n d  to  be s i c k '  
e n t a i l s  t h a t  E q u i-N p -d e le tio n  a p p ly  p r e l e x i c a l l y  and t h a t  m a lin g e r  be 
i n s e r t e d  i n  p la c e  o f  a s t r u c tu r e ,  w hich cou ld  o n ly  a r i s e  th ro u g h  Equi-H P- 
d e le t io n " .  T ru e ; b u t i s  th e r e  any more re a s o n  to  t r e a t  m a lin g e r  a s  d e r iv in g  
from  th e  E q u i-N P -d e le te d  p re te n d  to  be s ic k ,  th a n  from  th e  p resum ab ly  p r e ­
t r a n s fo rm a t  i o n a l  ( e s s e n t i a l l y )  c o n s tr u c t io n  p re te n d  t h a t  one i s  s i c k ?
G iven t h a t  Equi f o r  t h i s  p r e d ic a te  i s  o p t io n a l  anyway, i t  i s  d i f f i c u l t  to  
see  how i t  would be p o s s ib le  f o r  th e  p o s t-E q u i s t r u c tu r e  t o  u n d e r l ie  th e  
word r a t h e r  th a n  th e  p re -E q u i. The d an g e r, o f  c o u rse , i s  i n  t r e a t i n g  o n e ’s 
p a ra p h ra se s  a s  th o u g h  th e y  a c tu a l l y  a re  th e  m eanings o f  th e  words th e y  
p a ra p h ra s e .
The second  p o in t  c o n cern s  th e  p ro c e s s  o f  l e x i c a l i z a t i o n  i t s e l f ,  which 
I  would m a in ta in  i s  e s s e n t i a l l y  an  a r b i t r a r y  p r o c e s s .  (By " l e x i c a l i z a t i o n " ,  
a t  t h i s  p o in t ,  I  mean th e  ch o ic e  o f  l e x i c a l  item s to  s u b s t i t u t e  f o r  g iv en  
sem an tic  c o n f ig u r a t io n s ) .  D ia le c ts  may d i f f e r  on t h i s :  some d i a l e c t s  may 
l e x i c a l i z e  a  s t r u c tu r e  f o r  which o th e r  d i a l e c t s  must use a p h rase  e tc .
( e .g .  N. E n g lis h  nesh , e q u iv a le n t  t o  S ta n d a rd  E n g lis h  se n s itiv e  t o  c o ld ) :
some d i a l e c t s  may use d i f f e r e n t  l e x i c a l i z a t i o n s  f o r  th e  same s t r u c tu r e  
from  o th e r  d i a l e c t s  ( e .g .  B r i t i s h  dummy, r u b b e r : A m erican p a c i f i e r ,  e r a s e r ) 
I  would c la im  t h a t  th e s e  >pairs a c tu a l l y  l e x i c a l i z e  th e  same s t r u c tu r e :  f o r  
ru b b e r  and e r a s e r ,  t h i s  m ight lo o k  l ik e  (4-0 ) :
40.
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Thus, ru b b e r  t a k e s  i t s  form  from  th e  p r e d ic a te  o f SQ w ith  what I  ta k e  to
be i t s  " o b lig a to ry "  argum ents ( c f .  d is c u s s io n  i n  s e c t io n  4 . 21) ,  nam ely,
i n  t h i s  c a se , Ag, I n s t .  L oc: how ever, e r a s e r  t a k e s  i t s  form  from  th e
p r e d ic a te  o f  S , under th e  pu rpose  node. Thus B r i t i s h  E n g lis h  u se s  th e  
4
b a s ic  a c t i o n  u n d e r ly in g  th e  meaning to  c h a r a c te r iz e  th e  whole s t r u c tu r e ,  
w h ile  A m erican E n g lis h  u se s  th e  p u rp o siv e  a c t io n  u n d e r ly in g  th e  m eaning 
to  do th e  same jo b . B oth w ords, however, r e f e r  to  th e  same c l a s s  o f 
o b j e c t s .  *
S ta n d a r d - th e o r i s t s  r e g a rd  th e  le x ic o n  a s  h o u sin g  a l l  th e  m an ifo ld  
i r r e g u l a r i t y  o f  lan g u ag e , s in c e  i t  i s  i n  g e n e ra l  im p o ss ib le  to  p r e d ic t  
th e  m eaning o f  a  word from  i t s  shape w ith  any c e r t a i n t y .  (Though, 
i n c i d e n ta l l y ,  i f  one view s t h i s  from  th e  o th e r  end, th e  problem  s h r in k s  
i n to  i t s  p ro p e r  i n s ig n i f i c a n c e :  th u s ,  g iv en  a sem an tic  s t r u c tu r e ,  th e  
p r e d i c t i o n  o f  i t s  a s s o c ia te d  l e x i c a l  i te m (s )  i s  r e a d i ly  seen  to  be a 
m a tte r  o f  some t r i v i a l i t y ) . As I  have t r i e d  to  show, th e  s o - c a l le d  
i r r e g u l a r i t y  o f  th e  le x ic o n  r e s u l t s  n o t from  th e  d i f f e r e n t  " c o n te n ts "  o f  
each  l e x i c a l  i te m , b u t s im p ly  from  th e  p ro c e s s  o f  l e x i c a l i z a t i o n  i t s e l f ,  
a more o r  l e s s  a r b i t r a r y  p ro ced u re  o f  l a b e l l i n g  sem an tic  s t r u c tu r e s .  T h is  
may p ro ceed  m nem onically  o r  n o t ( th u s , i f  i t  sud d en ly  became im p e ra tiv e
t h a t  E n g l is h  have a word f o r  th e  back o f  th e  knee -  p e rh a p s  because  a 
s t r a i n  o f  A sian  ' f l u  cau sed  s w e llin g  th e r e  -  we m ight u se  th e  mnemonic 
kneeback  o r  le g c ro o k , o r  th e  non-mnemonic zonk, a  new r o o t ,  o r  b o in g , as  
i t  m ight b e , a  borrow ed fo rm ); and i t  may r e l a t e  to  th e  whole sem an tic  
c o n f ig u r a t io n ,  o r  p a r t  o f  i t ,  o r  in d eed  none o f  i t  a t  a l l .
CHAPTER V
THE DERIVATION OF RELATIVE CLAUSES
CHAPTER V: THE DERIVATION OF RELATIVE CLAUSES
5 .1  R e s t r i c t i y e s  « b a s ic  c o n f ig u r a t io n
He a re  now i n  a  p o s i t i o n  to  d e r iv e  r e s t r i c t i v e  r e l a t i v e s ,  ta k in g  f o r  
i l l u s t r a t i o n  a s im i la r  s e n te n c e  to  (36a) above (Ch. I¥ )  :
1 . (a) The a c to r  who has s u f f e r e d  can  p la y  a t r a g i c  ro le  s e n s i t i v e ly ,  
i n  w hich each  o f  th e  th r e e  l e x i c a l i z a t i o n s  o f  Sq ( a c to r ,  p la y , r o l e ) i s  
i t s e l f  m o d if ie d , by a  r e s t r i c t i v e  r e l a t i v e ,  a manner a d v e rb , and an  a d je c t iv e ,  
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’One who has s u f f e r e d  who a c t s  can  p la y  t h a t  which i s  a c te d  w hich i s  t r a g i c  
i n  a  m anner w hich i s  s e n s i t i v e . ’
T h is  p a ra p h ra se  r e p r e s e n t s  ( lb )  w ith o u t f u r t h e r  r a i s in g  o r  l e x i c a l i z a t i o n  
o th e r  th a n  f o r  i n d iv id u a l  t e r m in a l  nodes: th u s  A rg-^  co u ld  be d i r e c t l y  
r e a l i z e d  ( a f t e r  a l l  o b l ig a to r y  t ra n s fo r m a t io n s )  a s : 'o n e  such  t h a t  he (who 
a c t s )  has  s u f f e r e d . . . ' .  W ith l e x i c a l i z a t i o n  o f  A r g ^ ^ j  to  a c to r ,  A rg-^
would re a d :  ’one, such  t h a t  an  a c to r  has s u f f e r e d ' .  W ith S - y j i  r a t s e d
(by r u le  ( 2 5 ) ) to  th e  h ig h e r  Ag node, we may d e r iv e  th e  u n le x ic a l i z e d  form
o f  th e  new node Arg^ ( 'o n e  who a c t s  who has s u f f e r e d  . . . ' ) ,  and th e  l e x i c a l -  
i s e d  form  ( 'a n  a c to r  who has  s u f f e r e d ') ,  i . e .  ( l a ) .
The r e s t r i c t i v e  r e l a t i v e  c la u s e  i s  th e r e f o r e  r e p r e s e n te d  a s  a s t r u c tu r e  
fu n d a m e n ta lly  s im i la r  t o  th e  p r e l e x i c a l  sem an tic  s t r u c tu r e s  u n d e r ly in g  c e r ­
t a i n  w ords. In d ee d , a s  a rg u ed  i n  s e c t io n  3*252 above, and i n  Bach 1968, th e r e  
i s  some s o r t  o f  c lo s e  d e r iv a t io n a l  r e l a t i o n s h ip  betw een  them . The c la im  t h a t  
I  am m aking i s  t h a t  t h i s  r e l a t i o n s h ip  i s ,  s t r u c t u r a l l y  sp e ak in g , one o f  id e n ­
t i t y .  I t  does no t a p p e a r  to  be th e  case  t h a t  R e s t r i c t i v e - r e l a t i v e  fo rm a tio n  
I s  p o s t - l e x i c a l :  in d e e d , a s  we have seen , th e  r o le s  p la y  an im p o rta n t p a r t  
i n  th e  p ro c e s s .
On th e  se m a n tic s  o f  r e s t r i c t i v e  r e l a t i v e s ,  th e  f u n c t io n  o f  R o le - r a is in g  
e x p la in s  how th e  a n te c e d e n t ( th e  h ig h e r  r o le )  comes to  have sem an tic  c o n te n t ,  
w h ile  th e  anaphor ( th e  low er r o le )  la c k s  a l l  b u t th e  m inim al in fo rm a tio n  
c a r r i e d  by th e  s p e c i f i c a t i o n  o f  th e  r o le  i n  th e  m e ta th e o ry . F u rth e rm o re , 
th e  embedding r e l a t i o n s h ip  (w hich I  c o n je c tu re  i s  th e  o n ly  one i n  th e  con­
f ig u r a t i o n  grammarj i . e .  a l l  o th e r  embeddings a re  th e  d e r iv e d  s t r u c tu r e s  o f  
l a t e r  r u le s  governed  by F ocus, I . e .  c o n te x t - s e n s i t iv e  r u l e s  ( i n  th e  sen se  o f  
" c o n te x t"  expounded i n  Ch. X I) ) ,  c a p tu re s ,  I  c la im , th e  b a s ic  sem an tic  
f u n c t io n  o f  th e  r e s t r i c t i v e  r e l a t i v e ,  namely t h a t  o f  r e s t r i c t i n g  th e  m eaning 
o f  Argument nodes, s in c e  th e  c o n f ig u r a t io n  R o le ^ S  i s  more s p e c i f i c  i n  
m eaning th a n  Role i s  by i t s e l f .
I  a rg u ed  I n  s e c t io n  3*24 t h a t  th e  c o n s t r u c t io n  I  c a l l e d  "pseudo-R" 
a c tu a l l y  d e r iv e d , v ia  Focus-m ovem ent, from  sim ple s e n te n c e s .  I  su g g e s te d  
t h a t  such  a se n te n c e  a s :
2. (a) The one who h e lp e d  me th e  most was L i ly ,  
a c tu a l l y  d e r iv e d  from :
I n  f a c t ,  i n  o rd e r  t o  make t h i s  g e n e r a l i s a t io n ,  w hich i s  backed  up by th e  
se m a n tic s  o f  such  s e n te n c e s , we have to  p o s i t  an u n d e r ly in g  s t r u c tu r e  f o r  
(2b) p r e c i s e ly  o f  th e  k in d  I  have pu t fo rw ard  I n  th e  fo re g o in g  s e c t io n s :
(b) L i ly  h e lp e d  me th e  m ost.
2 . (c) S
E x te n t
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LILY Ag SPEAKER Neut 
) L ,  “w  — ^
As su g g e s te d  i n  s e c t io n  3*24* some p a r t  o f  th e  s t r u c tu r e  comes in to  fo cu s  
( t h i s  i s  s t i p u l a t e d  by th e  c o n te x t ) ,  and t h i s  i s  moved in to  a  s u p e ro rd in a te  
p o s i t i o n  i n  r e s p e c t  o f  i t s  S , However, w ith  th e  model w hich has b een  deve loped  
i n  t h i s  c h a p te r ,  we can  see more c l e a r l y  how t h i s  o p e r a t io n  i s  e f f e c te d .  By 
a r u le  v e ry  s im i la r  t o  (25 ) f and t r i g g e r e d  o f f ,  a s  in d ee d  (25) m ight b e , by 
th e  p re se n c e  o f  fo c u s  on t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  node, i s  Chom sky~adjoined t o  S^:
The sh a llo w  form  o f  ’LILY (A g)' i s ,  o f c o u rse , ’Ag was L i l y ’ , G iven th e  
s t r u c tu r e  o f  (2d) w ith  no f u r t h e r  movement t r a n s fo r m a t io n s ,  Ag th e r e  o b l i ­
g a t o r i l y  becomes i t ,  g iv in g :
2 . (e) I t  was L i ly  who h e lp e d  me th e  m ost.
G iven (2d) p lu s  e x t r a p o s i t io n  o f th e  p r e d ic a te  i n  S-^, Ag th e n  o b l i g a t o r i l y  
becomes th e  one, g iv in g :
2 . ( f )  The one who h e lp e d  me th e  most was L i ly .
The r e l a t i v e  p ronoun  i n  b o th  c a se s  r e s u l t s  from  th e  low er r o le  l e f t  b eh ind
i n  S . o
Thus we c a n  see t h a t  th e  ’’e m p t ie s t” a n te c e d e n t c a se s  o f  pseudo~R r e s u l t  
from  e x t r a p o s i t io n  o f  th e  r a i s e d  R o le -c o n te n t .  F u l l  R a n te c e d e n ts ,  on th e  
o th e r  hand, d e r iv e  from  f u l l  Ss (dom ina ting  p o ly c o n ju n c tio n s )  which a re  
r a i s e d  to  an  Argument node (and l e f t  t h e r e ) .  The in te rm e d ia te  ty p e s  we 
n o ted  i n  s e c t io n  3*24, e .g .
3 . (a) The k n ife  she wore a t  h e r  s id e  was a d ag g er
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le a v in g  a r e s id u e  (sa y , ' I n s t  w hich c u ts  and i s  s h a rp  . . . ' )  which may be 
l e x i c a l i z e d  by th e  c o m p a ra tiv e ly  f u l l  item  k n i f e . I n  th e  same way, th o u g h  
by a d i f f e r e n t  r o u te ,  th e  long  s u b je c t  in  (2 f)  i s  l e x i c a l i z a b l e ,  e .g .  by 
some such  form  a s  ASSISTANTISSIMO ( -  ’th e  one who h e lp s  somebody th e  m o s t ',  
a  p l a u s ib le ,  th o u g h  no t e x a c t ly  ex b a n t, w o rd ).
We have a ls o  compared Rs w ith  IF/THEN s e n te n c e s . The ty p e  o f  r e s t r i c ­
t i v e  w hich has been  g e n e ra te d  i s  th e  g e n e ric  (a s  d is c u s s e d  above i n  Ch. I l l ) . 
T h is  was seen  to  r e p r e s e n t  th e  b a s ic ,  c o n te x t - f r e e  form , and i t s  s i m i l a r i t y  
w ith  an  IF/THEN se n te n c e  w i l l  have been  n o ted :
4 . I f  an  a c to r  has s u f f e r e d ,  th e n  he can  p la y  a  t r a g i c  r o le  s e n s i t i v e ly ,  
i n  which th e  r e l a t i v e  c la u s e  i s  e q u iv a le n t  t o  th e  c o n d i t io n  clause*; and th e  
m a tr ix  to  th e  consequence c la u s e .  T h is  i s  no t to o  s u r p r i s in g ,  s in c e  b o th  
s t i p u l a t e  c o n d it io n s  f o r  mem bership o f  a  s e t  and a s s e r t  f u r t h e r  im p l ic a t io n s  
o f  tho.se c o n d it io n s -  However, t h i s  c lo se  im p l ic a t io n a l  r e l a t i o n s h ip  betw een  
th e  two c la u s e s  b e a rs  i t s  b u rd en  o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s ,  s in c e  th e r e  must e x i s t  
be tw een  them  a c e r t a i n  sem an tic  p a r a l le l i s m ,  w hich i n  (4 ) i s  p e rh a p s  to  be 
found i n  th e  sem an tic  c o n s t i t u t i o n  o f  s u f f e r e d  v . a .v .  t r a g i c . Thus t h e r e
i s  som eth ing  odd abou t (5a) and ( b ) :
5. (a) ?The hand t h a t  ro c k s  th e  c ra d le  has f i v e  f in g e r s
(b) ? ? I f  a  hand ro c k s  th e  c r a d le ,  th e n  i t  h as  f i v e  f in g e r s -
(N o tice  t h a t  (5a) i s  o n ly  f u l l y  a c c e p ta b le  when i t  r e f e r s  to  some p a r t i c u l a r
hand -  and th e n  i t  i s  ta u to lo g o u s  i n  th e  sense  t h a t  one canno t c o n c e iv e  o f 
a m o tiv a t io n  f o r  u t t e r i n g  such  a s e n te n c e ) . A f u r t h e r  p o in t  r e l a t i n g  to  th e  
r e l a t i o n s h ip  i s  t h a t  i t  i s  r a t h e r  o n e -s id e d . A ll  g e n e r ic  Rs can  be p a ra ­
p h rase d  in to  IF/THEN s e n te n c e s , b u t th e  r e v e r s e  does no t h o ld , s in c e  th e
l a t t e r  can  a c c e p t w ith  p e r f e c t  ease  what I  have e a r l i e r  c a l l e d  " d e f i n i t e
e x p r e s s io n s " :
6. (a) I f  John  tu r n s  up, th e n  h e ' l l  be s o r r y .
(b) s John who tu r n s  up w i l l  be s o r ry .
(c) I f  my d a u g h te r  i s  l a t e ,  she w i l l  a p o lo g is e .
/  \(d) My d a u g h te r  who i s  l a t e  w i l l  a p o lo g is e .
(Note (6d) i s  m ean in g fu l u sed  c o n t r a s t i v e ly ,  b u t no t g e n e r i c a l l y ) . There i s  
a t  l e a s t  one o th e r  r e s t r i c t i o n  o p e ra t in g  to  d i s t i n g u i s h  th e s e  c o n s tr u c t io n s  
a l s o .  Rs, o f  c o u rse , demand a c o r e f e r e n t i a l  l i n k  betw een  th e  c la u s e s ;  I F /  
THEN does n o t :
7 . (a) I f  w ish es  were h o rs e s , b e g g a rs  would r id e
(n o te  i n c i d e n ta l l y ,  th e  r a t h e r  d i f f i c u l t - t o - s p e c i f y  sem an tic  r e l a t i o n s h ip s  
h e re :  wi she s /b e  g g a r s , h o r s e s / r i d e ) . However, (7b) i s  u n a c c e p ta b le  (o r  a t
l e a s t  v e ry  m a r g in a l ) :
(b) W ishes which were h o rs e s , b e g g a rs  w ould r id b  
(a lth o u g h , fo llo w in g  R oss, one m ight ta k e  t h i s  a s  th e  r e s u l t  o f  Y-movement 
and mark i t  ^  a s  a  Y id d ish ism , i f  p e rh ap s  w ith  a  somewhat d i f f e r e n t  m ean in g ).
5 •2  C o n te x t - s o e c i f i c a t io n
I n  o r d e r  t o  i l l u s t r a t e  th e  means by which c o n te x tu a l  in fo rm a tio n  i s  
b ro u g h t in to  a  d e r iv a t io n  l e t  us now c o n s id e r  a  se n te n c e  o f  th e  form  ( l a ) ,  
b u t w ith  an  a n a p h o ric  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  which i s  ro u g h ly :
8 . (a )  ’Of a l l  th e  a c to r s  under c o n s id e r a t io n ,  th e  one who has
s u f f e r e d  can  p la y  th e  r o le  which, o f  a l l  th e  r o le s  under 
c o n s id e r a t io n ,  i s  t r a g i c ,  s e n s i t i v e l y . 1 
T h is  p a ra p h ra s e , however, r e p r e s e n ts  j u s t  one o f  th e  p o s s ib le  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  
o f  ( l a ) ,  nam ely t h a t  s u g g e s te d  by th e  s t r e s s - p a t t e r n :
8 . (b) The a c to r  who has s u f f e r e d  can  p la y  th e  t r a g i c  r o le  s e n s i t i v e l y .  
However, th e r e  i s  a n o th e r  p o s s i b i l i t y :
8 . (c )  The a c to r  who has  s u f f e r e d  can  p la y  th e  t r a g i c  r o le  s e n s i t i v e l y ,
which has th e  m eaning ( 8 d ) :
8. (d) ’Of a l l  th e  p eo p le  who has s u f f e r e d ,  th e  one who i s  an  a c to r
can  p la y ,  o f  a l l  th e  th in g s  which a re  t r a g i c ,  th e  one w hich i s  
a r o l e  s e n s i t i v e l y ' .
F u r th e r  p e rm u ta tio n s  a re  o f  co u rse  p o s s ib le ,  in c lu d in g
8. (e) The a c to r  who has  s u f f e r e d  can  p la y  th e  t r a g i c  r o le  s e n s i t i v e l y .
S t r e s s - p a t t e r n s  a re  n o t a b le  to  d isam b ig u a te  c o m p le te ly  I  b e l ie v e ,  b u t th e y  
a re  u s e f u l  i n  d i s t in g u is h in g  betw een  m ajor c a s e s .  There a re  fo u r  a n a p h o ric  
se n se s  o f  ( l a ) ,  however, ( c f .  th e  fo re g o in g  d is c u s s io n ,  s e c t io n  3 .1 2 ) ,  which 
a r e ,  f o r  th e  r e l a t i v e  c la u s e  th e  a c to r  who has s u f f e r e d :
9 . '(a) T here i s  a s e t  A p re v io u s ly - d e f in e d  such  t h a t  th e  members o f
A a re  a c to r s  such  t h a t  th e  a c to r s  have s u f f e r e d ,  and th e r e  i s  
a p re v io u s ly -m e n tio n e d  W such  t h a t  W i s  a  member o f A. 'The 
one who i s  one o f th e  a c to r s  who have s u f f e r e d  . . . ’
(b) T here  i s  a p re v io u s ly -m e n tio n e d  s e t  A o f  one member a  such  th a t
a i s  an  a c to r  such t h a t  th e  a c to r  has s u f f e r e d  . . .  ’The one 
who i s  th e  a c to r  who has s u f f e r e d  . . . ' .  ( i n  th e  s in g u la r ,  t h i s  
sen se  seems no t to  be c l e a r l y  d i s t i n c t  from  (9 a ) , b u t  i s  more 
o b v io u s ly  so i n  th e  p l u r a l ) .
(c )  T here i s  a  p re v io u s ly -m e n tio n e d  s e t  B su ch  t h a t  th e  members o f
B a re  a c to r s ,  and X i s  a  member o f  B such  t h a t  X has s u f f e r e d .
(d) There i s  a  p re v io u s ly -m e n tio n e d  s e t  C such  t h a t  th e  members o f 
C have s u f f e r e d ,  and I  i s  a member o f  G such  t h a t  I  i s  an  a c to r .
R e la t in g  th e s e  to  th e  fo re g o in g  d is c u s s io n  ( s e c t io n  3 -1 2 ) , i t  w i l l  be 
o b se rv e d  t h a t  (9a) i s  an  in s ta n c e  o f  a n a p h o ric  sen se  ( I ) ,  (9b) o f  a n a p h o ric  
sen se  ( I I ) ,  and (9c) and (d) v e rs io n s  o f  a n a p h o ric  sen se  ( i l l ) ,  v a ry in g  from  
each  o th e r  by th e  r e v e r s a l  o f  th e  unique and p re v io u s  d e f i n i t i o n s .  I n  each  
o f  th e s e  c a s e s ,  th e  't h e r e  i s  . . .  such t h a t  e x p re s s io n  ( i . e .  th e  f i r s t
c o n ju n c t i n  my p a ra p h ra s e , w ith  th e  e x c e p tio n  o f  (9b) where i t  c o v e rs  th e  
w hole p a ra p h ra s e )  r e p r e s e n t s  what S andra  Annear Thompson (o p . c i t . )  c a l l e d  
th e  11 p re s u p p o s i t io n "  o f th e  se n te n c e  c o n ta in in g  a r e l a t i v e  c la u s e .  N o tice  
t h a t  o n ly  i n  th e  c a se  o f  (9b) i s  t h i s  " p re s u p p o s it io n "  c o -e x te n s iv e  w ith  
th e  r e l a t i v e  c la u s e  d e s p i te  Thom pson's im p lie d  c la im  t h a t  th e  c o n ju n c t ( in  
h e r  a n a ly s i s )  w hich re a c h e s  th e  s u rfa c e  a s  th e  r e l a t i v e  c la u s e  i s  a ls o  th e  
one which e x p re s s e s  th e  " p re s u p p o s it io n "  o f  th e  s e n te n c e .
The s e n se s  o f  (9) may be diagrammed, u s in g  m o d if ie d  Venn f ig u r e s  i n  
w hich a  sq u a re  r e p r e s e n t s  p re v io u s -m e n tio n  i n  th e  c o n te x t . These may th e n  
be d i r e c t l y  com pared w ith  th e  p re v io u s  d is c u s s io n  o f  an ap h o ra  i n  s e c t io n  
3 .1 2 :
9 . ( a 1)
( b > )
( o ' )
( d 1)
A c a v e a t sh o u ld  be made a t  t h i s  p o in t  c o n c e rn in g  such  p a ra p h ra s e s  a s  
(9a) -  ( d ) . The lo c a t io n s  'X such  t h a t  I ' ,  and 'X, and I '  r e p r e s e n t  no t 
em bedding on th e  one hand and c o n ju n c t io n  on th e  o th e r ,  b u t ,  r a t h e r ,  d i f f e r e n t  
d e g re e s  o f  boundness betw een  X and Y. Compare:
a c to r s  who 
have s u f f e r e d
th e  a c to r  who 
h as  s u f f e r e d
= a c to r s
'one who
C = p e rso n s  who 
have s u f f e r e d
a p t  o r
( 75 ' )  o f  2 .3 2  (non -un ique  s u b s e t)
r  (7 7 a 1) o f  2 .3 2  (un ique  s e t )
-  (7 7 b ')  o f  2 .3 2
 has s u f f e r e d
= (7 7 b ')  o f  2 .3 2
(un ique  s u b s e t)
10. (a) The v i o l i n i s t  who has w r i t t e n  a  c u r r e n t  b e s t - s e l l e r  l i v e s  
i n  Cheam.
( a 1) 'The k such  t h a t  x i s  a v i o l i n i s t  such  t h a t  th e  v i o l i n i s t  
has w r i t t e n  . . .  '
(b) The v i o l i n i s t  who has w r i t t e n  a c u r r e n t  b e s t - s e l l e r  l i v e s  
i n  Cheam.
( b ')  'The x  such  t h a t  x i s  a  v i o l i n i s t ,  and x has  w r i t t e n  
(1 0 a ) , w hich most re se m b le s  (9d) above, p resu p p o se s  t h a t  th e r e  i s  a  s e t  o f  
b e s t - s e l l e r  w r i t e r s  o f  w hich one o n ly  i s  a v i o l i n i s t .  (1 0 b ), which i s  
s im i la r  to  (9b) (and i t  would be more a c c u ra te  to  r e f e r  to  t h i s  an apho ra  
no t a s  a  "un ique  s e t " ,  b u t r a t h e r  a s  a  "un ique i n t e r s e c t i o n  o f two s e t s " ,  
i n  t h i s  ca se  v i o l i n i s t s  and b e s t - s e l l e r  w r i t e r s ) ,  p re su p p o se s  t h a t  th e r e  
i s  an  x  who i s  d e f in e d  by th e  tw in  a t t r i b u t e s  o f  f id d le - p la y in g  and p o p u la r  
a u th o r s h ip .  Compared w ith  t h i s ,  th e  e q u iv a le n t  NR s t a t e s  ( 1 0 c ') :
10. (c )  The v i o l i n i s t ,  who has w r i t t e n  a c u r r e n t  b e s t - s e l l e r  . . .
( c ' )  'The x^  such  t h a t  i s  a  v i o l i n i s t ,  and th e  x^ su ch  t h a t
x^  has w r i t t e n  . . . '  
w ith  a m atch ing  c o n d i t io n  on x-  ^ and x ^ , and p re v io u s -m e n tio n  on b o th .
By c o n t r a s t  w ith  th e s e  an a p h o ric  s e n se s , th e  g e n e r ic  sense  a lr e a d y  
in v e s t ig a t e d  p a ra p h ra s e s  i n to :
11. F o r any X such  t h a t  X i s  an a c to r  such  t h a t  th e  a c to r  has s u f f e r e d  . . .  
w hich i s  non -un ique  and n o t p r e v io u s ly  m entioned , n o r does i t  e x p re s s  any 
p r e s u p p o s i t io n .  "P re v io u s  m ention" c l e a r l y  r e f e r s  to  a  c o n te x tu a l  f u n c t io n ,  
and i s  a d e f i n i t i o n a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  o f  a l l  th e  a n a p h o ric  s e n s e s . I n  a d d i t io n ,  
s e n se s  ( I I ) and ( I I I ) ,  a s  we have seen  i n  exam ples (9 b ) , (c) and (d) above, 
c o n ta in  what I  have c a l l e d  "un ique s p e c i f ic a t io n "  which i s  ro u g h ly  e q u iv a le n t
to  th e  f u r t h e r  p a ra p h ra s e s :
9 . ( b M ) The member o f  s e t  A . . .
( c ' T) Of s e t  B, th e  member who has s u f f e r e d  . . .
( d ' 1) Of s e t  C, th e  member who i s  an  a c to r  . . .
Comparing th e s e  w ith  (9a) i n  e s se n c e , we g e t :
9 . ( a ' 1) A member o f s e t  A . . .  (■+• p re v io u s  m en tio n ) , 
w hich, l i k e  ( l l )  i s  n o n -u n iq u e , and u n lik e  (9 b M ) -  ( d 11) ,  does n o t c o n ta in  
t h e .
The s i t u a t i o n  th e s e  f a c t s  seem to  p o in t  to  i s  t h i s :  we have to  r e g a rd  
th e  c a te g o ry  o r  m arking "p re v io u s-m en tio n "  a s  r e p r e s e n t in g  no t s o le ly  one
s ta g e  p re c e d in g  i n  p re v io u s  c o n te x t ,  b u t one o r  two s ta g e s .  (9a) r e p r e s e n ts
one p re v io u s  m en tion  o n ly , i n  w hich b o th  th e  s e t  and th e  s e t  member were 
acco u n ted  f o r  s im u lta n e o u s ly  (p e rh ap s  w i th in  th e  same s e n te n c e ) ,  w h ile  
(9b) -  (d) r e a l i s e  two p re v io u s  m en tio n s, th e  f i r s t  d e f in in g  th e  s e t ,  th e
second  th e  s u b s e t  (w hich in  th e  case  o f  (9b) i s  th e  unique member o f  th e
s e t ,  i . e .  f i r s t  m en tion  i s  o f  th e  d e f i n i t i o n a l  c r i t e r i a ,  second i s  a r e f e r ­
ence to  th e  s in g le  m em ber). An example s im i la r  t o  (9a) is.-:
12. (a) Two c o t ta g e s  had been  b u i l t  i n  th e  h i l l s i d e  from th e  f i n e l y
c u t m asonry o f  th e  o ld  c a s t l e  and two f a m i l i e s  o f  p e a sa n ts
r a n  o u t to  g r e e t  them  w ith  bunches o f  mimosa [* • • ]
(Waugh, 1952:3)
C h ild re n , g ra n d c h ild re n , g r e a t - g r a n d c h i ld r e n  o f  th e  p e a sa n ts  
who f i r s t  g r e e te d  G ervase and Hermione s t i l l  in h a b i te d  th e  
c o t ta g e s  b e h in d  th e  C a s te l lo  and farm ed  th e  su rro u n d in g  
t e r r a c e s .
( i b i d : 8) ( i t a l i c s  mine) 
C le a r  u n iq u e ly - s p e c ify in g  exam ples a re  p e rh ap s l e s s  common and a p p e a r  to  be 
more d i f f i c u l t  to  f in d ,  b u t an  in v e n te d  example l i k e  (9d) i s :
13. There has been  a c o n s ta n t  s tream  o f  v i s i t o r s  t o  No. 10 Downing S t . 
to d a y  on th e  eve o f  n e g o t ia t io n s  f o r  Phase XVT1 o f  th e  G overnm ent's  
Wages and P r ic e s  p o l ic y ,  w hich i t  i s  b e l ie v e d  w i l l  t r i g g e r  o f f  a 
new s e r i e s  o f  wage demands and s t r i k e  t h r e a t s .  Through th e  Prim e 
M i n i s t e r i a l  p o r t a l s  have p a sse d  two C ab in e t M in is te r s ,  a  T .U . 
l e a d e r , an  i n d u s t r i a l i s t ,  th e  Chairm an o f  B r i t i s h  R a i l ,  and a 
g ag g le  o f  S e n io r  C iv i l  S e rv a n ts .  The T rade U n io n is t  who v i s i t e d  
Mr. W ilson  was Mr. Len M urray, Chairm an o f  th e  T .U .C . and in d e ­
f a t i g a b l e  opponent o f  p r e s e n t  Government p o l i c i e s  . . .
F u r th e r  exam ples a re  (14 ) ,  (somewhat l ik e  ( 9 c ) ) ,  and (15) ( l i k e  (9 b ), and 
i n  some r e s p e c ts ,  l i k e  (13 )):
14 . . . .  These embrace a n o v e l and, t o  some, p e rh a p s , a la rm in g  p ro p o s a l  
to  p e n a l i s e  em ployers who a g re e  to  e x c e s s iv e  demands on th e  p a r t  
of  t h e i r  em p loyees . Any 'ro g u e  e le p h a n t ' ,  t o  use  th e  Prim e 
M i n i s t e r 's  c u r io u s  i f  e v o c a tiv e  p h ra s e , who s a n c t io n s  i n f l a t i o n a r y  
in c r e a s e s  w i l l  ru n  th e  r i s k  o f  a sw inghing  f in e  . . .
"Gnome" i n  P r iv a te  Eye. 1 1 .7 .7 5 .
I n  (14 ) , th e  f i r s t  R i s  g e n e r ic ,  a s  i s  th e  second i n  a  way, though  i t  r e f e r s  
to  a  s u b s e t  o f th e  f i r s t ,  nam ely, any in d iv id u a l  f u l f i l l i n g  th e  c o n d it io n s ,  
i . e .  any member o f  th e  s e t .  (14 ) th e r e f o r e  i s  r e l a t e d  to  " in d e f in i t e  p ro -  
n o m in a liz a tio n "  (w ith  o n e) , s in c e  th e  e x is te n c e  o f  such  em ployers i s  no t 
p resu p p o se d , b u t m ere ly  h y p o th e s iz e d j i t  i s  th e r e f o r e  no t a n a p h o ric , b u t 
i s  more l i k e  Sense I '  o f  s e c t io n  3 .1 3  above.
15 . . . .  th e n  th e y  ra c e d  round th e  farm  b u i ld in g s  t o  wipe ou t th e  l a s t  
t r a c e s  o f  J o n e 's  h a te d  r e ig n  . . .  th e  b i t s ,  th e  n o s e - r in g s ,  th e  
d o g -c h a in s , th e  c r u e l  k n iv es  . . .  th e  r e i n s ,  th e  h a l t e r s ,  th e  
b l in k e r s ,  th e  d e g ra d in g  nosebags . . .  th e  w hips . . .  th e  r ib b o n s  •••  
I n  a v e ry  l i t t l e  w h ile  th e  an im als  had d e s tro y e d  e v e ry th in g  t h a t  
rem inded  them o f  Mr. Jo n es .
O rw ell (1964 :12  s q .)
I n  (1 5 ), th e  r e l a t i v e  c la u s e  h a rk s  hack  to  th e  p re v io u s  u n d e r l in e d  e x p re s io n , 
w h ile  th e  a n te c e d e n t  sums up th e  d e ta i le d  in v e n to ry  which in te r v e n e s .  I n  
t h i s  r e s p e c t ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  (15) i s  s im i la r  t o  ( 13)5 th e  m ain d i s t i n c t i o n  i s  
t h a t  th e  a n te c e d e n t  i n  (13) i s  c o n t r a s t i v e ,  i . e .  s e l e c t i v e ,  w h ile  t h a t  i n  
(15) i s  sum m ative. For t h i s  re a so n , (15) i s  s e m a n t ic a lly  l ik e  (9 b ), s in c e  
th e  s e t  o f  th e  a n te c e d e n t i s  c o -e x te n s iv e  w ith  th e  s e t  o f  th e  r e l a t i v e  c la u s e .  
These exam ples happen to  be o f  v e rb a l  c o n te x t (w hich one would suppose p ro ­
v id e d  "p re v io u s  m en tions" more o f te n  th a n  n o n -v e rb a l c o n te x t ) ,  b u t I  would 
p o s tu la te  t h a t  s i t u a t i o n a l  c o n te x t cues a re  a b le  to  work sim p ly  b ecause
(a) th e y  o p e ra te  i n  a  s t r i c t l y  ana logous manner to  v e rb a l  c o n te x t cu es, and
(b) i n  c a se s  where am b ig u ity  r i s e s  th ro u g h  i n s u f f i c i e n t  s i t u a t i o n a l  cu e in g , 
th e  r e le v a n t  in fo rm a tio n  w i l l  i n  f a c t  be p ro v id e d  v e r b a l ly  o r ,  a t  l e a s t ,  
s e m a n t ic a l ly .  I  am c la im in g , th e r e f o r e ,  though  w ith o u t p re s e n t in g  a  sh re d  
o f  e m p ir ic a l  e v id e n c e , t h a t  s i t u a t i o n a l  c o n te x t ,  i n  i t s  r e l a t i o n s h ip  w ith  
l i n g u i s t i c  m essages, i s  b ro a d ly  e q u iv a le n t  s t r u c t u r a l l y  ( s e m io t ic a l ly )  to  
l i n g u i s t i c  c o n te x t ,  ( c f .  my s p e c u la t iv e  rem arks i n  s e c t io n  2 .1 1 ) .
How, th e n , shou ld  " s in g le  and double p re v io u s  m ention" be in c o rp o ra te d  
in to  th e  model t e n t a t i v e l y  sk e tc h e d  o u t above? I  have a lr e a d y  t e n t a t i v e l y  
su g g e s te d  t h a t  th e  'M o d a li ty ' node i n  th e  sem an tic  s t r u c tu r e  r u le  (16a) 
c a r r i e s  t h i s  s o r t  o f  in fo rm a tio n  abou t a n te c e d e n ts , a s  w e ll  a s  in fo rm a tio n  
r e le v a n t  to  sp e ak e r  "p lacem en t"  and a t t i t u d e .  M uraki (1972) i s  an  i n t e r e s t i n g  
a tte m p t to  a c co u n t f o r  what he c a l l s  " d is c o u rs e  p re s u p p o s i t io n s "  by i n f e r r i n g  
them  from  th e  s t r u c tu r e  o f  th e  a s s e r t i o n  (which he r e g a rd s  a s  n e c e s s a r i ly  
p a r a l l e l  w ith  t h a t  o f  th e  p r e s u p p o s i t io n ) ,  and th e n  p ro v id in g  (o r , i n  th e  
ca se  o f  th e  sem an tic  s t r u c tu r e  r u le s  which g e n e ra te  i n i t i a l  P -m arkers , 
a l lu d in g  to )  th e  r u le s  w hich c o r r e c t l y  hand le  t h e s e .  H is i n i t i a l  P~m arker 
i s  s a id  to  " in c o rp o ra te  th e  p re s u p p o s i t io n "  (p . 309) b u t a p a r t  from  c a l l in g  
th e s e  s t r u c tu r e s  " d is c o u rs e "  p r e s u p p o s i t io n s ,  M uraki p ro v id e s  no d is c o u rs e  
l in k a g e  betw een  co n n ec ted  s e n te n c e s . They a re  "b ased  on what has been  s a id  
o r  im p lie d  i n  th e  p re c e d in g  p a r t  o f th e  d isc o u rs e "  (p . 301 ), b u t i n  a c tu a l  
f a c t  th e y  r e p r e s e n t  th e  by now f a m i l i a r  " s p e a k e r -h e a re r  a s su m p tio n s" , b e t t e r  
w orked-ou t th a n  Thom pson's, to  be s u re , b u t n o n e th e le s s  c o m p le te ly  unm oti­
v a te d , by th e  p re c e d in g  d is c o u rs e  o r  any o th e r  a n te c e d e n t  t h a t  I  c o u ld  d i s ­
c e rn .  The p ro p o sa l  t h a t  p rec e d in g  d isc o u rs e  in fo rm s su b seq u en t d is c o u rs e  
(n o t o n ly  i n  te rm s  o f  a n te c e d e n ts  f o r  pronouns and d e i c t i c s  b u t ,  more 
c r u c i a l l y ,  i n  te rm s o f  sem an tic  coh eren ce) i s ,  i t  seems to  me, a  n a tu r a l  
e x te n s io n  o f  th e  p r in c ip le  t h a t  e a r l i e r  P -m arkers i n  a d e r iv a t io n  sh o u ld  be 
r e c o v e ra b le .  I  am, t h e r e f o r e ,  e q u a lly  a t  a lo s s  to  u n d e rs ta n d  011 th e  one
hand, th e  b la n d  a c c e p ta n c e  o f  a  n o t io n  o f  ’’p r e s u p p o s i t io n 1’ l e f t  c o m p le te ly  
i n e x p l i c i t , and on th e  o th e r  hand th e  u n te s te d  a ssu m p tio n  t h a t  " fo cu s  and 
p re s u p p o s i t io n "  a re  s u p e r f i c i a l  e le m e n ts . One e x tre m e ly  clum sy way o f  
in c o r p o r a t in g  th e  p r in c ip le  o f  r e c o v e r a b i l i t y  o f  p re c e d in g  d is c o u rs e  in to  
th e  d e r i v a t i o n a l  p ro c e s s  would be to  accum ulate  a l l  th e  p re c e d in g  u n d e r ly in g  
sem an tic  s t r u c tu r e s  i n to  th e  'Mod' node and p ro v id e  some s o r t  o f scann ing  
d e v ic e  f o r  l in k in g  a n te c e d e n t and consequen t ( th a t  t h i s  would be clum sy 
in d e e d  i s  shown by (12) above, where th e  fo rm er p re c e d e s  th e  l a t t e r  by some 
f iv e  pages o f  t e x t  I)
A nother m ethod, r a t h e r  more s o p h is t ic a te d  and p o w e rfu l, c o n s i s t s  o f  
g e n e ra tin g  i n  o n e 's  grammar not (w hich, w hether i t  im p lie s  's e n te n c e ' o r ,  
a s  h e re , 's e m a ',  i s  no t supposed  to  be o f  d i s c o u r s e - l e n g th ) , bu t r a t h e r  th e  
e n t i r e  sequence o f  ^ ' s :  th e  d is c o u rs e  o f  " te x t"  ( c f .  van D ip ; 1972 ). Van 
D i p ,  who d i s t i n g u is h e s  betw een  " t e x t u a l  s u r fa c e  s t r u c tu r e "  (which i s  
e q u iv a le n t  to  o u r p r e s e n t  concern ) and " t e x tu a l  deep , o r  m a c ro -s tru c tu re "
( c f .  th e  d is c u s s io n  i n  s e c t io n s  3-14 above, and 6 .25  b e lo w ), i n i t i a t e s  
c o rre sp o n d in g  s e t s  o f  r u le s  w ith  th e  symbols 'S q ' and 'T ' ( fo r  "sequence" 
and " t e x t " ) ,  r e s p e c t iv e ly .  H is r u le s  f o r  th e  fo rm er a re  a s  fo llo w s  (125 s q q .)
P resum ably , each  o f  th e s e  w ould have to  be d e f in e d , by m e a n in g -p o s tu la te  
o r  some such d e v ic e . F u rth e rm o re , th e  l i s t  has p ro b a b ly  t o  be e x te n d e d  a t  
l e a s t  by TEM P(oral sequence) and A .  A f u r t h e r  p o s s ib le  a d d i t io n ,  REASON, 
seems to  be th e  co n v e rse  o f  CAUS:
'A b ecau se  B' (REASON) ^ 'B c a u se s  A' (CAUS). For exam ple:
17. (a) Mary g ig g le d  b ecause  A rnold t i c k l e d  h e r
(b) A rn o ld 's  t i c k l i n g  h e r  caused  Mary to  g ig g le  
S would th e n  be expanded much l i k e  £  i n  r u le  (1 6 ), s e c t i o n  4*21 above. I n
a d d i t io n ,  th e r e  would be " t e x t u a l  c o n d it io n s "  such  as  th e  one f o r  " p a r t i a l
16. ( i )  Sq — Sq(&Sq)m (m ^  0)
( i i )  S q—► S (&S)n (n ^  0)
( i i i )  & —►
(o r)
( i i i ') EQUI (v a le n c e )
CONS (equence)
DISS (= d i s ju n c t io n  ) > 
CAUS (e)
CQND ( i t i o n )
CONC (e s s io n )  ,
i d e n t i t y  ( e .g .  by in c lu s io n ,  m em bership, e q u iv a le n c e )  o f  s u b t r e e s 1' (p . 128) :  
18. (a) S — ► . . .
X— *  <* / ( g  ( }>------ }
I
z
where ©(, jStj ^  a re  " a b s t r a c t  sem an tic  te rm in a l  s u b t r e e s " ,  a t  l e a s t  one o f  
w hich b e a r s  one o f  th e  c o n te x tu a l  r e l a t i o n s  (e q u iv a le n c e , in c lu s io n ,  member­
sh ip )  -  th e r e  a re  p resum ab ly  o th e r s  -  t o  S , w hich i s  a  s u b tr e e  o f  S^, w hich 
p re c e d e s  S i n  th e  d is c o u r s e .  T h is  i s ,  th e n , a  " g lo b a l  co herence  c o n s t r a in t  
f o r  th e  d e r iv a t io n  o f  seq u en ces  " (p . 129)? w hich w i l l  s u b s e q u e n tly  t r i g g e r  
o f f  th e  v a r io u s  a n a p h o ric  t r a n s f o r m a t io n  p r o c e s s e s .
A g lo b a l  co herence  c o n s t r a in t  i s  d i f f e r e n t  i n  some im p o rta n t r e s p e c ts  
from  o th e r  l i n g u i s t i c  c o n s t r a in t s ,  w hich c o n s t r a in  d e r i v a t i o n s . D e r iv a t io n a l  
c o n s t r a in t s  (G. L ak o ff 1971) a re  o f  two k in d s :  l o c a l  ( i . e .  t r a n s fo r m a t io n s )  
and g lo b a l .  G iven t h a t  a  d e r iv a t io n  c o n s i s t s  o f  a  s e r i e s  o f  l a b e l l e d  t r e e s :
18. (b)
I
.j. -  l o c a l  c o n s t r a in t  
-  g lo b a l  c o n s t r a in t
i n  w hich P-^  r e p r e s e n t s  th e  f i r s t  o r  " d e e p e s t"  such  t r e e ,  and P^ r e p r e s e n t s
s u r fa c e  s t r u c t u r e ,  th e n  each  t r e e  i s  re -fo rm e d  in to  i t s  s u c c e s s o r  by means 
o f  a  l o c a l  d e r i v a t i o n a l  c o n s t r a in t .  G lo b a l d e r i v a t i o n a l  c o n s t r a in t s  impose 
on t r e e s  r e s t r i c t i o n s  governed  by c o n d it io n s  which may o b ta in  i n  p re c e d in g  
t r e e s  o th e r  th a n  (though  l o g i c a l l y  in c lu d in g )  th e  im m e d ia te ly -p re c e d in g  one, 
c o n d it io n s  w hich p e rh a p s  a re  no lo n g e r  p re s e n t  a t  t h a t  p a r t i c u l a r  p o in t  i n  
th e  d e r iv a t io n .
A s in g le  d e r iv a t io n  ends up, more o r  l e s s ,  a s  a  s in g le  se n te n c e  
( in c lu d in g  such  e l l i p t i c a l  ty p e s  a s  s h o r t- fo rm  r e s p o n s e s ) .  But a d i s c o u r s e -  
grarnmar (see  Chs. I I  and VI, and r u le s  (16) above) g e n e ra te s  no t s t r u c tu r e s  
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A coherence  c o n s t r a in t ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  i s  one which im poses r e s t r i c t i o n s  on a 
( t r e e  i n  a  ) d e r iv a tio n ^ w h ic h  a re  governed by c o n d it io n s  o b ta in in g  i n  some 
p re v io u s  d e r iv a t io n  L o g ic a l ly  sp eak in g , we m ight e x p e c t b o th  l o c a l
coherence  c o n s t r a in t s  and g lo b a l  coherence  c o n s t r a in t s ,  th e  fo rm er scan n in g  
o n ly  im m ed ia te ly  p re c e d in g  d e r iv a t io n s ,  th e  l a t t e r  r e f e r r i n g  a t r e e  back  to  
any p re c e d in g  d e r iv a t io n .  Thus i t  m ight be p o s s ib le  to  d i s t i n g u i s h  betw een  
re s p o n s e s , w hich p resum ably  r e f e r  back  o n ly  to. th e  im m e d ia te ly -p re c e d in g  ^  , 
and such p ro c e s s e s  a s  anap h o ra , sequence o f te n s e s  and sem an tic  c o h e ren ce , 
w hich a r e .d i s c o u r s e -  o r  s i t u a t i o n - r e l e v a n t .  However, I  do no t p ropose  to  
i n v e s t ig a t e  t h i s  q u e s t io n  h e re .
G. L ako ff (1973) h a s , in d e p e n d e n tly  o f Van D ijk  and th e  E uropean  t e x t -  
g ram m arians, i n i t i a t e d  th e  s tu d y  o f  coherence c o n s t r a in t s ,  which he c a l l s  
t r a n s d e r i v a t i o n a l  c o n s t r a in t s .  However, th e  problem s he in v e s t ig a t e s  a re  
a l l ,  w ith o u t e x c e p tio n , exam ples o f  l o c a l  c o n s t r a in t s  ( I  would su p p o se): 
am b ig u ity , co n c e rn in g  a l t e r n a t i v e  d e r iv a t io n s  f o r  th e  same s u rfa c e  form  to  
which a d e le t io n  r u le  i s  e v id e n t ly  s e n s i t iv e ,  and d e le t io n s  w ith  th e  i d e n t i t y  
c o n d it io n s  o p e ra t in g  a c ro s s  c o n jo in e d  S s . I n  o th e r  w ords, h is  su g g e s te d  
en v iro n m en ts  f o r  t r a n s d e r i v a t i o n a l  r u le s  a l l  in v o lv e  c o n tig u o u s  Ss* (Van 
D ijk  (1973) d i s c a r d s  h i s  own te rm  i n  fa v o u r  o f  L a k o f f 's .  He a ls o  makes a 
d i s t i n c t i o n  s im i la r  to  th e  one I  have drawn betw een l o c a l  and g lo b a l  coherence  
c o n s t r a in t s ,  w hich he te rm s  m ic r o - c o n s tr a in t s  and m a c ro -c o n s tra in ts *  The 
l a t t e r  i s  supposed  to  map th e  t e x t u a l  m a c ro -s tru c tu re  on to  i t s  m icro ­
s t r u c tu r e  (see  s e c t io n  6 .2 5 ) ) .
A ccord ing  to  th e  g lo b a l  coherence  c o n s t r a in t ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  ’'p re v io u s  
m ention" i s  n o t r e p r e s e n te d  a s  a  "b rough t fo rw ard" c o n d i t io n  on a p a r t i c u l a r  
^  , b u t a  c o n d i t io n  p o t e n t i a l l y  r e l a t i n g  any S to  some S p re c e d in g  i t ,  w hich
■will be re c o v e ra b le  by v i r t u e  o f b e in g  p a r t  o f  t h e  same d e r iv a t io n  from  ’S q 1. 
’’Double p re v io u s  m ention" i s  a ls o  c a p tu re d  by (18a) above, s in c e  S^ w i l l  
i t s e l f  have b een  s u b je c t  to  th e  p a r t i a l  i d e n t i t y  c o n d i t io n ,  and  w i l l  t h e r e ­
f o re  a lr e a d y  in c o r p o r a te  a  f i r s t  p re v io u s  m en tion  i n  such  c a s e s .
L et u s t e s t  t h i s  a s s e r t i o n ,  th e n , on example (12a) above, whose Ss w i l l  
form  two c o n s t i tu e n t s  o f  th e  s t r u c tu r e  s p e c i f ie d  by (1 6 ) :
12 . (b)
The f i r s t ,  l e t  us a r b i t r a r i l y  c a l l  i t  S ^ ,  has a s t r u c tu r e  l i k e  ( ta k in g  th e  
second c o n ju n c t o n l y ) :
12. (o)
two f a m i l i e s  
o f  p e a s a n ts
w ith  bunches 




( A l te r n a t iv e ly ,  Arg. c o u ld  be an  argum ent o f S ) .  The second , l e t  us c a l l  
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i t  S ^ ,  i s  som eth ing  l i k e :
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c h i ld r e n ,  g ran d ­
c h i ld r e n ,  g re a t-  
S-, g ra n d c h i ld re n .
P red  Arg Arg/ I A
GREET Ag P a t  S
G ervase and 
Hermione
A ssessing - (12c) and ( l2 d )  i n  te rm s  o f  (1 8 a ) , th e  g lo b a l  coherence  c o n s t r a in t ,  
-we f in d  t h a t  th e  s t r i k i n g  e q u iv a le n c e  i s  betw een o f  (12c) and
( l2 d ) ,  w hich a re  i d e n t i c a l .  T h is  i s  enough t o  s a t i s f y  th e  c o n s t r a in t .  How­
e v e r , th e  d i f f e r e n c e s  a re  a ls o  i n s t r u c t i v e :  th e  fo rm e r, we n o t ic e ,  i s  
commanded by th e  Purpose argum ent o f  th e  m ain P r e d ic a te ,  w hereas th e  l a t t e r  
i s  commanded by th e  A gen tive  argum ent o f  th e  c o p u la t iv e  P r e d ic a te  PEASANTS. 
I n  Sl6  o f  (1 2 c ) , on th e  o th e r  hand, p e a sa n ts  wi l l  be a  c o p u la t iv e  P r e d ic a te  
i n  a n o th e r  Argument i n  a d d i t io n  to  t h a t  o f  S^, v i z .  th e  Ag argum ent (A rg^), 
th o u g h  i t  a ls o  a p p e a rs  i n  th e  S o f  A r g ^ .  I n  te rm s o f  th e  r u le s  we have 
d ev e lo p ed , th e  s u b tre e  o f  ( l2 d )  resem b les  a  R o le - r a is e d  s t r u c t u r e  i n
w hich th e  Ag-commanded. S ( o f .  o f  ( l2 o ) )  i s  r a i s e d  to  a  h ig h e r  r o le  o f  ■
th e  same ty p e , g iv in g  th e  d e r iv e d  t r e e :
12. (e)
Sl l l '
Arg- 11111
P red Arg Arg
P red Arg GREET Dat
PEASANTS
I f  th e  S i n  q u e s t io n ,  th o u g h , were no t C hom sky-adjoined (o r ,  s t r i c t l y ,  were 
no t p seudo -C hom sky-ad jo ined , s in c e  th e  r a i s e d  node i s  n o t c o p ie d  i n  th e  
a d ju n c t io n ) ,  b u t in s te a d  were s u b s t i tu t e d  f o r  th e  t r i g g e r i n g  R o le-node , th e  
r e s u l t i n g  s t r u c tu r e  ( a f t e r  t r e e - p r u n in g )  would be a lm o st i d e n t i c a l  w ith  
£>111 o f  ( l 2 d ) . T h is  s u g g e s ts  t h a t  what i s  r o l e - r a i s i n g  p r e - l e x i c a l l y ,  i s  
e q u iv a le n t  i n  p o s t - l e x i c a l  s t r u c tu r e  e i t h e r  to  a rg u m e n t- ra is in g  o r  R e s t r i c ­
t i v e  r e l a t i v e  c o n s t r u c t io n s  r e s p e c t iv e ly .
However, i n  te rm s  o f  th e  se m a n tic s  o f  R e s t r i c t i v e  r e l a t i v i z a t i o n ,  th e  
r e l a t i o n s h i p  be tw een  th e  a n a p h o ric  r e l a t i v e  c la u s e  and i t s  t e x t u a l  a n te ­
ced en t i s  one o f  s e t- e q u iv a le n c e  (con firm ed  by th e  coh eren ce  c o n s t r a i n t ) ,  
i . e .  to  q u o te  my p re v io u s  w ords, i n  r e f e re n c e  to  (9a) and  (1 2 a ) , ’’b o th  th e  
s e t  and th e  set-m em ber [ a re ]  acco u n ted  f o r  s im u lta n e o u s ly " . For double  
p re v io u s  m en tion , a s  i n  (1 3 ), th e  r e l a t i v e  c la u s e  i s  s e t - e q u iv a le n t  w ith  
one t e x t u a l  a n te c e d e n t ,  w h ile  i t s  a n te c e d e n t i s  a set-m em ber o f  th e  o th e r  
t e x t u a l  a n te c e d e n t ( c o n s i s t in g  o f  a  l i s t  o f  m em bers). T h is  may e a s i l y  be 
a s c e r ta in e d ,  i f  r e q u i r e d .
C a ta p h o ric  r e l a t i v e  c la u s e s ,  on th e  o th e r  hand, a re  a c co u n ted  f o r  by 
th e  c o n f ig u r a t io n a l  and t r a n s f o r m a t io n a l  r u le s  a lo n e , s in c e  th e y  do n o t 
r e f e r  back  to  p re c e d in g  d is c o u r s e  i n  th e  way t h a t  (12) and (13) do (though  
th e y  may i n  p a r t ,  e .g .  On th e  second r i s e  i s  l a i d  o u t th e  l i t t l e  c i v i l  
s t a t i o n  . . .  [The t r e e s ] g l o r i f y  th e  c i t y  to  th e  E n g lis h  p eo p le  who in h a b i t  
th e  r i s e  ( F o r s te r  1936:9  s q . ) .  H ere, we may n o te  th e  i d e n t i t y  be tw een  r i s e  
i n  th e  t e x t u a l  a n te c e d e n t and i n  th e  r e l a t i v e  c la u s e ,  and a ls o  p e rh a p s  th e  
p ra g m a tic  im p l ic a t io n  t h a t  a c i v i l  s t a t i o n  would be in h a b i te d  by somebody, 
v i s .  p e o p le . We m ight say , t h e r e f o r e ,  t h a t  t h i s  exam ple i s  a n a p h o ric  t o  a 
d e g re e , r a t h e r  th a n  t r u l y  c a ta p h o r ic ,  o r  d i s c o u r s e - i n i t i a l ) .
I n  th e  r u le s  d ev e lo p ed  i n  s e c t io n  4 .21  above, 1 in c lu d e d  a node m arked 
" M o d (a li ty )11 w hich I  p ro p o sed  a s  an  i n s e r t i o n - p o in t  f o r  c o n te x tu a l  and 
a t t i t u d i n a l  in fo rm a tio n . The s p e c i f i c a t i o n  o f  t h i s  in fo rm a t io n  goes w e ll  • 
beyond th e  scope o f th e  p r e s e n t  s tu d y , though  I  n o te  t h a t  much o f  what I  
t e n t a t i v e l y  p ro p o sed  p r e v io u s ly  a s  " s i g n i f i c a n t  c o n te x tu a l  in fo rm a tio n "  i s  
h a n d led  much more e le g a n t ly  by a coherence  c o n s t r a in t ,  and i t  may be t h a t  
th e  whole M o d a lity  c o n s t i tu e n t  can  be d isp e n se d  w ith  i n  fa v o u r  o f  such  con­
s t r a i n t s .
B efo re  le a v in g  th e  to p ic  o f  d is c o u rs e  s p e c i f i c a t i o n ,  i t  sh o u ld  be 
m entioned  t h a t  e v id e n c e  from  d is c o u rs e  -  i n  t h i s  c a s e , q u e s t io n  and re sp o n se  -  
can  be b ro u g h t to  b e a r  on th e  problem  o f  q u a n t i f i c a t i o n  i n  r e l a t i v e  c la u s e  
a n te c e d e n ts*  I n  d i s c u s s in g  Rs, we have so f a r ,  f o r  th e  most p a r t ,  u sed  s in g ­
u l a r  a n te c e d e n ts  f o r  i l l u s t r a t i o n .  C o n tin u in g  t o  do so f o r  th e  moment, l e t  
us exam ine some q u e s tio n -a n d - re s p o n s e  e v id e n c e . C o n s id e r  th e  s ta te m e n t:
19* (a ) a c to r  p la y e d  th e  p a r t  o f  Hamlet s u p e rb ly .
A re a s o n a b le  r e q u e s t  f o r  f u r t h e r  in fo rm a tio n  m ight ta k e  th e  form  o f  a q u e s t io n  
on th e  s u b je c t  NP:
(b) Which a c to r ?
t o  which a p o s s ib le  re sp o n se  m ight be any o f  th e  fo llo w in g :
(c) The one whose p i c tu r e  i s  on th e  programme.
(d) I  d o n 't  know who he was*
(e) S i r  Lawrence O l iv ie r  ( -  The one who i s  S i r  Lawrence O l i v i e r ) .
( f )  One I 'v e  n e v e r  se en  b e fo re .
(g) I  know who he was b u t I  c a n ' t  t h in k  o f  h i s  name.
(19b) i s  a  r e q u e s t  f o r  a  d e f i n i t e  d e s c r ip t i o n  o f  an  i n d e f i n i t e  r e f e r e n t ;
(c )  and (e) su p p ly  a d e f i n i t e  d e s c r ip t io n ,  (d) and (g) e x p l i c i t l y  f a i l  t o  
su p p ly  one, and ( f )  i m p l i c i t l y  f a i l s ,  (d) and (g) p resu p p o se  t h a t  th e  a c to r  
has an  i d e n t i t y ,  b u t a s s e r t  th e  s p e a k e r 's  r e a s o n  f o r  f a i l i n g  t o  su p p ly  I t ;
( f )  c o n ta in s  an  a s s e r t i o n  w hich c a r r i e s  an  im p l ic a t io n  o f  such f a i l u r e ,  (d ) , 
( f )  and (g ) ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  a r e  re s p o n s e s  t o  what we m ight c a l l  th e  " p e rfo rm a tiv e
c o n te n t" ,  o r  i t s  im p l ic a t io n s ,  r a t h e r  th a n  to  th e  c o g n i t iv e  c o n te n t  o f  ( b ) .
The p h ra se  " p e rfo rm a tiv e  c o n te n t"  p ro b a b ly  r e q u i r e s  e x p la n a t io n .  Any p e r -  
lo c u t io n a r y  a c t  ( th a t  i s ,  any l i n g u i s t i c  a c t  w hich i s  in te n d e d  to  a ro u se  
some re sp o n se  from  th e  l i s t e n e r  -  I  am u s in g  th e  te rm  somewhat d i f f e r e n t l y  
from  J .  L. A u s t in 's  own u s a g e ) , such  a s  q u e s t io n in g , n o t o n ly  has a  c o g n it iv e
com ponent, ( i t s  " s u b je c t - m a t te r " ) ,  bu t a ls o  in c lu d e s  an  i n v i t a t i o n  to  th e
l i s t e n e r  to  p e rfo rm  some a c t io n  i n  re sp o n se  ( c f .  s e c t i o n  2 .13 )*  I f  you, as
th e  l i s t e n e r ,  do n o t know th e  answ er to  a q u e s t io n  a sk e d  o f  you, ( i . e .  you 
canno t f u l f i l  th e  c o g n it iv e  s id e  o f  th e  c o n t r a c t ) ,  you a re  s t i l l  o b lig e d , 
n e v e r th e le s s ,  to  say  som ething -  to  adm it your ig n o ra n c e , c h a lle n g e  th e  
q u e s t io n , o r  w h a tev er -  you a re  o b lig e d  n o t to  rem ain  s i l e n t .  ( "O b lig e d 1 
i s  p e rh a p s  to o  s tro n g  -  b u t th e  s o c ia l  f o rc e s  w hich a re  o p e ra t in g  a re  i n  
f a c t  f a i r l y  p o w e rfu l) .  I n  t h i s  c a se , you have resp o n d ed  (a s  you a re  o b l ig e d  
to )  to  th e  " p e rfo rm a tiv e  c o n te n t"  a lo n e , i . e .  you have c a r r i e d  o u t th e  
a c t i o n  w hich was r e q u e s te d  o f  you, even though  you have been  u n ab le  to  p ro ­
v id e  th e  r e q u i r e d  in fo r m a t io n .
R e tu rn in g  to  th e  e v id e n c e , we f in d  (19c) and (e) on th e  o th e r  hand a re  
g en u in e , in fo rm a tiv e  answ ers , and i t  w i l l  have b een  n o te d  t h a t  i n  form  th e y  
a re  s im i la r  to  th e  s t r u c tu r e  u n d e r ly in g  ( la )  above, and t h a t  i n  m eaning th e y  
r e f e r  to  some a n te c e d e n tly -u n d e rs to o d  d e f i n i t i o n ,  w hich i n  b o th  c a se s  i s  
s i t u a t i o n a l .  (19c) r e f e r s  to  im m ediate s i t u a t i o n ,  ( l9 e )  to  w ider know ledge, 
and b o th  a r e ,  o f  c o u rse , open to  f u r t h e r  q u e s tio n in g , e .g .  "W ho's S i r  Lawrence 
O l i v ie r ? " ) .  An im p o ss ib le  re s p o n s e , however, i s  a  NR:
20. The > whose p ic tu r e  i s  on th e  programme.
We a ls o  n o te  t h a t  a  c o rre sp o n d in g  R r e l a t i v e  S:
21. (a) The a c to r  whose p ic tu r e  i s  on th e  programme p lay e d  th e  p a r t
has  a s  a  p o s s ib le  p r e s u p p o s i t io n ,  (1 9 a ) , a lth o u g h  (21a) w ith  d i f f e r e n t  s t r e s s  
w i l l  v a ry  from  t h i s :
21. (b) The a c to r  whose p ic tu r e  i s  on th e  programme p lay e d  th e  p a r t
What i s  im p o rta n t to  n o t ic e ,  however, i s  t h a t  th e  a n te c e d e n t  has i n  i t s  
u n d e r ly in g  form  th e  q u a n t i f i e r  SOME ( i . e .  't h e r e  e x i s t s  a  . . . ' ) .  T h is  i s  
shown even more c l e a r l y  w ith  p l u r a l  a n te c e d e n ts , e .g .  I n  B a c h 's  (1968) 
exam ple :
22. (a) The G reeks who a re  p h i lo s o p h e rs  l i k e  t o  t a l k .
o f  Hamlet su p e rb ly
o f  Hamlet su p e rb ly .
(c) Someone p la y e d  th e  p a r t  o f  Hamlet s u p e rb ly .
(p e o p le !
(J lre e k sJSome
(c) Which ones?
p h i lo s o p h e r s .
(e) p h i lo s o p h e rs .
5 .3  N o n - r e s t r i c t i v e s
Ross (1967 :240-1 ) p ro p o se s  two argum ents to  show t h a t  NRs (w hich, l ik e  
Sm ith  1964, he c a l l s  ’’a p p o s i t iv e s ” ) d e r iv e  from  c o n ju n c t io n s :
( i )  There a re  c a s e s  where such  c la u s e s  can  b e g in  w ith  a n d :
At t h i s  p o in t ,  Ross a ls o  d is c u s s e s  b r i e f l y  th e  p rob lem  o f  th e  q u e s t io n  w hich 
c o n ta in s  a  NR, b ro u g h t up by S and ra  Annear Thompson and exam ined i n  th e  
p r e s e n t  p a p e r  a ls o  ( s e c t io n  3*223 ab o v e), where X s u g g e s te d  t h a t  th e  problem  
was so lv e d  by o rd e r in g  YNQ fo rm a tio n  a f t e r  NR r e l a t i v i z a t i o n . which a p p e a rs  
to  be in d ic a te d  by o th e r  e v id e n c e .
Ja c k e n d o ff  (1968:17  s q q .)  n o te s  R o ss’ s p ro p o s a ls  f o r  NRs, and p o in ts  
o u t some d i f f i c u l t i e s .
25* (a) Iv a n , who had a ja u n d ic e d  view  o f  r e l i g i o n ,  made up s tr a n g e  
s t o r i e s .
th e  NRs i n  th e  (a) s e n te n c e s  w ith  a  r a i s e d  ’’NR” ) .  J a c k e n d o ff  o b se rv e s  t h a t  
th e  o rd e r  o f  th e  c o n ju n c ts  e v id e n t ly  has some s ig n i f ic a n c e  w hich i s  no t 
in d ic a te d  i n  th e  o rd in a ry  r u l e s  f o r  c o n ju n c t io n . He a ls o  p o in ts  o u t t h a t  
t h e r e  seems to  be no p r in c ip le  f o r  d e c id in g  w hich c o - o r d in a t in g  c o n ju n c t io n  
i s  a p p ro p r ia te :
27. (a )  John  s a id  t h a t  Concord, which I  kno\j‘ i s  th e  c a p i t a l  o f  New
23. sm a r te s t o f  us a l l ,  go t th e  answ er i n
sev en  seconds*
( i i )  N e ith e r  a p p o s i t iv e s  no r c o n jo in e d  se n te n c e s  can  a p p e a r  a f t e r  c e r t a i n  
d e te rm in e rs , in c lu d in g  any, no, e v e ry :
f  Zr} ^ w ears so c k s , I s  a  sw inger
Every,
s tu d e n t  i s  a  sw inger and he w ears socks*
(b) Avan had a ja u n d ic e d  view  o f  r e l i g io n ,  and he made up s tr a n g e  
s t o r i e s .
2 6 , (a )  I  g o t a  l e t t e r  from  a man from  New York, whose a t t i t u d e  i s
d i s q u ie t i n g .
NR(b) I  go t a  l e t t e r  from  a  man from  New York, and h i s  a t t i t u d e  
i s  d i s q u ie t i n g .
( I  have marked t h e  c o n ju n c ts  i n  th e  (b) se n te n c e s  which a re  e q u iv a le n t  to
H am pshire, i s  th e  c a p i t a l  o f  M assach u se tts*
(b) John  s a id  t h a t  Concord i s  th e  c a p i t a l  o f  M a ssa c h u se tts ,
I  know i t  i s  th e  c a p i t a l  o f  New H am pshire.
Ja c k e n d o ff  a ls o  makes much o f  th e  a n a ly s i s  o f  q u e s tio n s  (and in d eed  im pera­
t i v e s )  c o n ta in in g  NRs -which Ross m en tions a s  a  p rob lem , and goes on to  su g g est 
a n  i n t e r p r e t i v e  s o lu t io n  whereby, th e  same p r o je c t io n  r u le  a p p l ie s  to  b o th  
NRs, w hich have a " lo o s e  sem an tic  r e l a t io n s h ip "  w ith  t h e i r  NP, and o th e r  
c la u s e s  " lo o s e ly  su b o rd in a te "  to  VP. Then th e  d i f f e r e n c e  betw een  such 
lo o s e ly  s u b o rd in a te  NP m o d if ie r s ,  and t ig h t ly ^ s u b o r d in a te  NP m o d if ie r s  such 
a s  Rs (w hich he ta k e s  to  be e q u iv a le n t  to  c o n d i t io n a ls ^ ,  s in c e  he exam ines 
o n ly  g e n e r ic  Rs) i s  c a p ttire d  s o le ly  by th e  f a c t  t h a t  d i f f e r e n t  sem an tic  i n t e r ­
p r e t a t i o n  r u l e s  a p p ly . ( Ja c k e n d o ff , o f  c o u rse , i s  s u b s c r ib in g  to  a th e o ry  
w hich abandons th e  m e a n in g -p re se rv in g  p r in c ip le  f o r  t r a n s fo r m a t io n s ,  and 
a llo w s  sem an tic  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  t o  ta k e  p la c e  a t  some, o r any, post-D S p o i n t ) .
I f  one e x te n d s  o n e ’s ex am in a tio n  o f th e s e  p roblem s to  in c lu d e  an  
in v e s t i g a t io n  o f  such  sem an tic  n o tio n s  a s  synonymy, p a ra p h ra s e , im p l ic a t io n  
e t c .  among NRs, th e  o b je c t io n s  which Ja c k e n d o ff  r a i s e s  to  R o s s 's  s u g g e s t io n  
can  be se en  i n  t r u e  p e r s p e c t iv e .  Compare th e  fo llo w in g  s e n te n c e s :
28. (a )  Even Sam, who has an  1 .^ .  o f  I 3 4 , c a n  t e l l  a  grommet f la n g e  
from  a r e b a te  overhang .
(b) Even Sam, and he has an  IW . o f  13-4-, can  t e l l  a  grommet 
f la n g e  from  a r e b a te  overhang .
(c) Even Sam can  t e l l  a  grommet f la n g e  from  a r e b a te  overhang , 
and he has an  I . i  o f  134*
(d) Even Sam can  t e l l  a grommet f la n g e  from  a  r e b a te  overhang ,
and has an  I .Q .  o f  134*
(e) Sam has an  I .Q . o f  134» an^ even he can  t e l l  a grommet f la n g e
from  a r e b a te  overhang .
( f )  KSam has an I .Q . o f  134? an^ even  can  t e l l  a  grommet f la n g e
from  a r e b a te  overhang .
S e n te n c e s  (d) and ( f )  a re  c o n .ju n c tio n -re d u c e d , b u t e v id e n t ly  ung ram m atica l. 
Conj u nc t io  n - re d u c t  io n , how ever, shou ld  a p p ly  t o  a l l  c o n ju n c ts  c o n ta in in g  
i d e n t i c a l  form s i n  p a r a l l e l  ( in c lu d in g  p ro n o u n s) :
29* (a ) C h ic k e n -lic k e n  go t an  a c o rn  on th e  head , and she th o u g h t th e  
sky was f a l l i n g .
(b) C h ic k e n -lic k e n  go t an  a c o rn  on th e  head , and th o u g h t th e  sky
was f a l l i n g .
P e rh ap s  th e  p re se n c e  o f  even  a c co u n ts  f o r  t h i s  anom alous b e h a v io u r?  I t  i s  
i n  f a c t  t r u e  t h a t  w ith o u t e v e n , th e  s e n te n c e s  (28d) and  ( f )  ap p e ar  to  be 
g ra m m a tic a l:
28. ( d 1) Sam can  t e l l  a grommet f la n g e  from  a r e b a te  overhang , and he
has an  I .Q . o f 13g-.
( f ’ ) Sam has an  I .Q . o f  13??, and can  t e l l  a grommet f la n g e  from  a
r e b a te  overhang .
I t  sh o u ld  be n o te d , how ever, t h a t  w ith o u t even , th e  s e n te n c e s  o f  (28) become
am biguous, a s  betw een se n se s  (A) and (B ):
(a ) In tro d u c in g  Sam, who has th e s e  two a t t r i b u t e s :
( i )  he has an I .Q . o f  13-g-.
( i i )  he can  t e l l  one th in g  from  th e  o th e r .
(B) The t h i c k e s t  o a f  sho u ld  be a b le  to  d i s t i n g u i s h  betw een th e s e
o b je c t s ,  a s  i s  in d ic a te d  by th e  f a c t  t h a t  Sam, who must s u re ly
be i n  th e  ru n n in g  f o r  th e  t i t l e ,  i s  c ap ab le  o f  do in g  so .
The se n te n c e s  (28d ')>  ( f l ) b e a r  sense  (A); (28a -  f )  have sen se  (B ), w hich 
i s  to  say t h a t  even  f u n c t io n s  to  d isam b ig u a te  th e  a d v e r s a t iv e  sen se  (B) 
from  th e  c a ta lo g u in g  sen se  (A) ( i t  shou ld  be added , to o ,  t h a t  t h i s  i s  n o t 
s im ply  a m a t te r  o f  r u le  o rd e r in g , s in c e  i t  in v o lv e s  q u e s tio n s  o f m ean ing).
C o n sid e r n ex t th e  fo llo w in g  s e n te n c e s :
30. (a) Norman, who has an  I .Q . o f  314? so lv e d  th e  B a c h -P e te rs  p a rad o x .
(b) Norman,.has an  I .Q . o f  314? an<2 be so lv e d  th e  B a c h -P e te rs
p a ra d o x .
(c) Norman so lv e d  th e  B a c h -P e te rs  paradox , and he has an  I .Q . o f
324..
(d) Norman has an  I .Q . o f  314? anl  so lv e d  th e  B a c h -P e te rs  p a rad o x .
(e) Norman so lv e d  th e  B a c h -P e te rs  parad o x , and has an I .Q . o f  314*
( a ) ,  (b) a re  am biguous betw een a  c a u s a t iv e  and a c a ta lo g u e  se n se , (d ) ,  ( e ) ,  
a f t e r  c o n ju n c t io n  r e d u c t io n , have th e  l a t t e r  m eaning o n ly . (c) a ls o  has th e  
l a t t e r  m eaning o n ly , a p p a re n tly  because  th e  c o n ju n c ts  a re  i n  th e  r e v e r s e  
o r d e r .  We canno t assum e, how ever, t h a t  c 0n .iu n c t io n - r e d u c t io n  i t s e l f  b r in g s  
abou t t h i s  change o f  m eaning, and n o t o n ly  b ecause  o f  th e  m e a n in g -p re se rv in g  
p r in c i p l e .  T here a re  o th e r  c a se s  where th e  n o n -c a ta lo g u e  sen se  p e r s i s t s  
th ro u g h  c o n ju n c t io n - r e d u c t io n ;
1_1 pT J o e , who f e l l  o u t o f  bed , broke h i s  l e g .
(b) Joe f e l l ou t o f  bed and he broke h i s  le g .
(c) Joe f e l l o u t o f  bed and broke h i s  l e g .
(d) Joe broke h is  le g  and he f e l l  o u t o f  bed .
(e) Jo e , who broke h i s  le g ,  f e l l  ou t o f  bed .
( f ) Joe broke h is  le g  and f e l l  ou t o f  bed .
/  \(g) Jo e , and he f e l l  o u t o f  bed, b roke h i s  l e g .
(h) SJo e , and he b ro k e  h i s  l e g ,  f e l l  o u t o f  b ed .
(a) “ (c) t  bake to  be synonymous i n  t h e i r  a m b ig u ity  betw een  a c a u s a t iv e ,  
a te m p o ra l sequence , and a c a ta lo g u e  s e n se ; (d) -  ( f )  a re  s im i la r ly  synony­
mous and am biguous, e x c e p t t h a t  th e  11 cause" and " e f f e c t "  i n  th e  c a u s a t iv e  
sense  and th e  " b e fo re "  and " a f t e r "  in  th e  tem p o ra l s e n se , a re  r e v e r s e d  w ith  
th e  o rd e r  o f  c o n ju n c t io n . Why i s  t h i s  no t a ls o  th e  ca se  w ith  (3 0 c ) , which 
we have seen  i s  n o t am biguous, though  (30a) and (b) a re  c a u s a t iv e  a s  w e ll?
The answ er to  t h i s  l i e s ,  I  th in k ,  i n  th e  n a tu re  o f  th e  p r e d ic a te s  in v o lv e d : 
i f  we s u b s t i t u t e  f o r  th e  I .Q . c la u s e ,  and he d isc o v e re d  th e  c o r r e c t  r u le s  
f o r  p r o n o m in a liz a t io n , w hich, n o te , has an " a c t iv e "  v e rb , th e n  th e  se n te n c e s  
( 30a) -  (e) behave p r e c i s e ly  l i k e  th e  se n te n c e s  (31a) -  ( h ) ) .  (31g) and (h ) ,
however, a re  more d i f f i c u l t  to  e x p la in  f o r  anyone who ta k e s  th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  
o f  th e  NR r e l a t i v e  pronoun d e r iv in g  from  and + p e r s o n a l  pronoun a t  a l l  
s e r io u s ly .  A nother t r a n s fo r m a t io n  which can  be m entioned  In  t h i s  c o n n e c tio n  
i s  one su g g e s te d  by Jay  K eyser in  a  l e c tu r e  a t  Tork i n  1972. He c a l l e d  th e  
r u le  S t u f f i n g , and i t s  e f f e c t  was to  d e le te  th e  r e l a t i v e  pronoun and Tense 
e le m en ts  I n  a  NR, and " s t u f f "  - in g  on to  th e  exposed  i n f i n i t i v e  v e rb , e .g .
32. (a) S i r  A rc h ib a ld  G rim ble, who had j u s t  a r r i v e d ,  p ro ceed ed  to
e a t  a  h e a r ty  b r e a k f a s t  8IHF|JNG^
(b) S i r  A rc h ib a ld  G rim ble, h av ing  j u s t  a r r i v e d ,  p ro ceed ed  to  e a t
a h e a r ty  b r e a k f a s t .
We may n o te  t h a t  th e  c a ta lo g u e  sense  seems to  be e x c lu d ed  from  th e  r e s u l t s  
o f  t h i s  r u l e :
33* (a) The v i c a r ,  who i s  a b ig  f a t  man, has h e ld  h is  p r e s e n t  l i v i n g  
s in c e  1965.
(b) s The v i c a r ,  b e in g  a b ig  f a t  man, has h e ld  h i s  p r e s e n t  l iv in g
s in c e  1965*
(c) The v i c a r ,  who i s  a b ig  f a t  man, i s  i d e a l l y  c a s t  t o  p la y  
F a l s t a f f .
(d) The v i c a r ,  b e in g  a b ig  f a t  man, i s  i d e a l l y  c a s t  to  p la y  F a l s t a f f .
(e) W a lla b ie s , which make e x c e l le n t  p e t s ,  a re  n a t iv e  to  A u s t r a l ia .
( f )  ^ W a lla b ie s , making e x c e l le n t  p e ts ,  a re  n a t iv e  to  A u s t r a l ia .
(g) W a lla b ie s , w hich make e x c e l le n t  p e t s ,  a re  i d e a l  g i f t s  f o r
c h i ld r e n .
(h) W a lla b ie s , making e x c e l le n t  p e t s ,  a re  i d e a l  g i f t s  f o r  c h i ld r e n .
( i )  Even Sam, h av in g  an  I .Q . o f  13lb can  t e l l  a  grommet f la n g e  
from  a  r e b a te  overhang .
Some f u r t h e r  f a c t s  abou t p a ra p h ra se  r e l a t i o n s h ip s  seem r e l e v a n t .  A ll  th e  
s e n se s  r e v e a le d  i n  th e  fo re g o in g  NRs, ex c ep t f o r  th e  c a ta lo g u e  se n se , may 
be p a ra p h ra se d  by e x p l i c i t  s u b o rd in a te  clauses*.
( d e s p i t e  th e  f a c t  t h a t  he has]
34* (a) Even Sam, ^ d e s p i t e  hav in g  ? an  I .Q. o f  13s> can
[a lth o u g h  he has J
t e l l  a  grommet f la n g e  from  a r e b a te  o verhang .
(b) Norman, r^® c a u s e |. has an  I .Q . o f  314; so lv e d  th e  Bach-
( ^ s i n c e  J
P e te r s  paradox .
(c) Jo e , becau se  he f e l l  o u t o f  bed, b roke a l e g .
(d) Jo e , a f t e r  he f e l l  ou t o f  bed, broke a l e g .
(e) The v i c a r ,  because  he i s  a  b ig  f a t  man, i s  i d e a l ly  c a s t  t o  
p la y  F a l s t a f f .
( f )  W allab ies*  because  th e y  make e x c e l le n t  p e t s ,  a re  i d e a l  g i f t s  
f o r  c h i ld r e n ,
o r  t h e i r  m a tr ic e s  may in c lu d e  " s e n te n c e -a d v e rb ia ls "  w hich a re  s e m a n tic a lly  
e q u iv a le n t  to  s u b o rd in a te  c la u s e s :
35* (a) Even Sam, who has an  I .Q .  o f  13^r, ( n e v e r th e le s s )  c a n  t e l l  a 
g'rommet f la n g e  from  a re b a te  overhang , (however)*
(b) Norman, who has an  I .Q . o f  314; ^ t h e r e f o r e ^  so-^re(  ^ ^ e  B ach-
P e te r s  p a rad o x .
(c) Jo e , who f e l l  o u t o f  bed, th e r e f o r e  b roke  a l e g .
(d) Jo e , who f e l l  ou t o f  bed , th e re u p o n  b roke a l e g .
(e) The v i c a r ,  who i s  a b ig  f a t  man, i s  t h e r e f o r e  i d e a l ly  c a s t  to  
p la y  F a l s t a f f .
( f )  W a lla b ie s , which make e x c e l le n t  p e t s ,  a re  th e r e f o r e  i d e a l  
g i f t s  f o r  c h i ld r e n .
Many NRs, th e r e f o r e  -  in d eed  one m ight surm ise m ost, though  t h i s  i s  open to
5
s t a t i s t i c a l  v e r i f i c a t i o n  -  do n o t, c o n tr a ry  to  th e  u s u a l  e x p la n a tio n , sim ply  
add f u r t h e r  in fo rm a tio n  ab o u t th e  a n te c e d e n t, a lth o u g h  some do:
36. (a) The Prim e M in is te r ,  who has b lu e - r in s e d  h a i r  and re d  e y e s , i s  
due to  open th e  f e t e  a t  Much M u tte r in g  'Without to d a y .
(b) The c a t  n e x t door, which was alw ays th r e a te n in g  to  gobble up 
Aunt H i ld a 's  b u d g ie , was a mangy t o r t o i s e h e l l .
Nor, a s  we have seen , can  NRs be r e p re s e n te d  a s  d e r iv in g  from  second con­
ju n c t s ,  a s  su g g e s te d , f o r  exam ple, i n  Langendoen (1970:144) and Van D ijk  
(1 9 7 2 :5 6 ), s in c e  b o th  o rd e r s  seem t o  be p o s s ib le  from  one NR to  a n o th e r .
c
e .g .  L ak o ff 1 968a%J+2, " n o n - r e s t r i c t i v e  c la u s e s  sim p ly  make an  a d d i t io n a l  
a s s e r t io n "  $ Langendoen 1970:144; " th e  [ n o n - r e s t r i c t i v e ]  r e l a t i v e  . . .  i n  
th e  form  o f  an  a f t e r th o u g h t"; Hodges 1951:127 (q u o ted  by T a g l ic h t  o p . c i t . ) .  
"a  n o n - r e s t r i c t i v e  c la u s e  m erely  adds in fo rm a tio n  ab o u t a word a lr e a d y  
d e f in e d , and th e r e f o r e  i t  can  be o m itte d  w ith o u t ch ang ing  th e  m eaning o f 
th e  s e n te n c e j  i t  i s  no t e s s e n t i a l  t o  m eaning".
I t  seems q u i te  c l e a r  t h a t  NRs a re  u l t im a te ly  to  be d e r iv e d  from  v a r io u s  
s o u rc e s ,^  o f  which u n d e r ly in g  c o n ju n c tio n s  a re  o n ly  one. A f a c t  w hich co u ld  
be o f  some im p o rta n c e , however, i s  t h a t  a b s o lu te ly  im p o ss ib le  c o n ju n c t io n s  
a re  a p p a re n tly  m atched by a b s o lu te ly  im p o ss ib le  NRs; c f .  ( 24) above, and:
37. (a) SShut th e  doo r, and p a in te d  i t ?
(b) s Shut th e  d o o r, which p a in te d ?
On th e  o th e r  hand, i t  i s  p o s s ib le  to  c o n jo in  q u e s t io n s  o r  commands, w hereas 
i t  rem ains  a b s o lu te ly  im p o ss ib le  to  form  t h a t  s o r t  o f c o n ju n c t io n  i n to  an  
e q u iv a le n t  NR:
38. (a) Did G ile s  mend th e  door, and have you p a in te d  i t ?
(b) ^D id G ile s  mend th e  doo r, which have you p a in te d ?
T h is  s u g g e s ts  t h a t  s e n te n c e s  (37) a re  ungram m atica l f o r  d i f f e r i n g  re a s o n s , 
and no t b ecause  NRs d e r iv e  from  c o n ju n c t io n s . We m ight s p e c u la te  t h a t  th e  
f u n c t io n  o f  NRs i s  to  add in fo rm a tio n  -  no t t o u t  c o u r t , a s  th e  q u o ta t io n s  
i n  f n .  5 above have i t  -  b u t r e l a t i n g  th e  m a tr ix  p r o p o s i t io n  to  i t s  c o n te x t ,  
by means o f  e x p re s s io n s  o f  c a u s a t io n / re a s o n , c o n c e ss io n , te m p o ra l sequence 
and p e rh a p s  o th e rs^  ( c f .  Van D i j k 's  r u l e ,  numbered ( l 6 i i i 1) above -  which he 
does n o t r e l a t e  t o  NRs, i t  sh o u ld  be ad d ed ). A ll  o f  th e s e  we may re g a rd  a s  
d i f f e r e n t  v a r i e t i e s  o f  a rg u m e n ta tio n  and th e  p r e s e n ta t io n  o f  f a c t s ,  and th e y  
r e p r e s e n t  speech  a c t s  w hich a re  n e c e s s a r i ly  d e c l a r a t i v e .  Thus NRs can  n ev er 
be a n y th in g  o th e r  th a n  d e c la r a t iv e ,  w hereas th e  r e s t r i c t i o n  on c o n ju n c t io n s  
i l l u s t r a t e d  i n  (37 ) i s  t h a t  g e n e ra l ly  o n ly  s im i la r  speech  a c t s  can  be con­
jo in e d , and even  t h i s  i s  no t a b s o lu te  ( c f .  s e c t io n  3*223 above, and Thompson, 
o p . c i t . ,  p . 8 5 ) . C o n ju n c ts , however, can  be o th e r  th a n  d e c la r a t iv e ,  o f  
c o u rs e . John  Lyons, however, (p e r s o n a l  com m unication), adduces a  n ic e  
example o f a  NR w hich m ight no t be d e c la r a t iv e :
39* (a) My f r i e n d ,  who God f o r b id  you sh o u ld  e v e r  m eet, . . .
(He a ls o  m en tions th e  rugby song ' I f  1 were th e  m arry ing  k in d , which th a n k  
th e  Lord I 'm  n o t, s i r  b u t s u g g e s ts  t h a t  th an k  th e  Lord i s  p ro b a b ly
th e r e  p a r e n th e t i c .  No such  e x p la n a tio n  a c c o u n ts  f o r  God f o r b id ,  th o u g h ) .
The e q u iv a le n t  in d ep e n d e n t S f o r  th e  NR h e re  i s ;
(b) God f o rb id  you sh o u ld  e v e r  meet my f r i e n d
^T his c o n c lu s io n  i s  a ls o  re a c h e d  by M. Ryddn 1974, who r e g a r d s ,  e . g . ,  th e  
c a u s a l  c o n n e c tio n  i n  (30 ) a s  a " r e l a t i o n  betw een th e  c o n te n ts  o f th e  a n te -  
c e d e n t-c la u s e  . . .  and th e  r e l a t i v e  c la u s e " ,  and n o t i n  f a c t  a s  a  p ro p e r ty  
o f  th e  r e l a t i v e  (by which he p resum ably  i s  r e f e r r i n g  to  th e  c o n s tr u c t io n ,  
o r  t r e e ,  a s  opposed to  th e  r e l a t i v e  pronoun, w hich m ere ly  m arks th e  p r e s ­
ence o f th e  c o n s t r u c t io n ) .  K. E b e r t (1973 :5) makes a  s im i la r  p o in t .
(w hich sh o u ld  p e rh a p s  be m arked ^  ? ) ;  I  suppose t h i s  i s  not d e c la r a t iv e ,  
b u t q u i te  what i t  can  o th e rw ise  be , I  do no t know. P o s s ib ly  i t  i s  o p ta t iv e  
-  b u t th e n  i n  form , th e s e  a re  u s u a l ly  i d e n t i c a l  w ith  d e c la r a t iv e s  i n  E n g lis h . 
N ote, how ever, th e  ( I  ta k e  i t )  A l te r n a t iv e  p ra y e r :
{hope^w ish  ?■ to  God you never meet my f r i e n d ,  p ra y  J
w ith  a more o v e r t  p e r fo rm a tiv e  fo rm : p ra y in g  p resum ab ly  in v o lv e s  God a t  one 
end and "eg o ” a t  th e  o th e r ,  which su g g e s ts  t h a t  "ego" m ight be lu rk in g  some­
where b e n e a th  th e  s u r f a c e  o f  th e  " g o d fo r b id d i t iv e " ,  to o .
S im i la r ly ,  i t  seems to  me t h a t  th e  im p o s s ib i l i t y  o f  R o s s 's  s e n te n c e s  
(24) i s  a ls o  to  be e x p la in e d  a s  se m a n tic . However, an  im p o r ta n t d i s t i n c t i o n  
must f i r s t  be made: i t  a p p e a rs  t h a t  w ith  q u a n t i f ie d  s e n te n c e s ,  NRs and con­
ju n c t io n s  r e v e r s e  th e  n o n - d e c la r a t iv e  deploym ent d e s c r ib e d  above, i n  t h a t  
c o n ju n c t io n s  a re  e v id e n t ly  c o m p le te ly  b a r re d , w h ile  th e  r e s t r i c t i o n s  on NRs 
a re  n o t a b s o lu te s  Compare, u s in g  r a t h e r  more c o h e re n t s e n te n c e s  th a n  R o s s 's :
4,0. (a) No s e r io u s  m u s ic - lo v e r  who has once h e a rd  th e  d e l i g h t f u l  
s o n o r i t i e s  o f  S tum pfl can e v e r  be th e  same a g a in .
(who has 
Shaving
w n a f t e r  he has  , , .,No serious m u s i o - l o v e r - j ^ . ^  ^  h&g V once heard th e
i f  he has 
% n d  he has
d e l i g h t f u l  s o n o r i t i e s  o f  S tum pfl — can  e v e r  be th e  same a g a in .
A
(b)
( 0 ) No s e r io u s  m u s ic - lo v e r  can  e v e r  be th e  same a g a in  and
^ th e ^  s e r -^ous m u s ic - lo v e r  I has once h e a rd  th e  d e l i g h t f u l  
he J
. s o n o r i t i e s  o f  S tu m p fl.
(40a) i s  a  s t r a i g h t  R, and p ro v id e s  no d i f f i c u l t y ;  (c) i s  th e  c o n ju n c t io n  
w ith  v a r io u s  ty p e s  o f  s u b je c t  NP, and i s  a b s o lu te ly  u n g ram m atica l; (b ) ,  w ith  
th e  e x c e p tio n  o f  th e  a p p o s i t iv e  c o n ju n c t, a p p e a rs  to  be p e r f e c t l y  a c c e p ta b le  
w ith  a  v e ry  marked i n to n a t io n  b re a k . I t  m ight be o b je c te d ,  w ith  some r e a s o n  
I  th in k ,  t h a t  th e  r e l a t i v e  c la u s e  i n  (b) i s  r e a l l y  a  R, w ith  a m arked in to n ­
a t i o n  b re a k  f o r  r h e t o r i c a l  e f f e c t ,  b u t o th e rw ise  a v a r i a n t  o f  ( a ) . However, 
we m ight n o te  t h a t  a n  o rd in a ry  R does n o t have th e  synonymous v a r i a n t s  l i s t e d  
i n  (b ) ,  w h ile  r e t a in i n g  i t s  r e s t r i c t i v e n e s s :
4.1. (a )  The p h y s i c i s t  who d isc o v e re d  th e  Kukuksheim E f f e c t  was unab le  
to  so lv e  th e  Schweinehund Enigma.
(b) ?The p h y s ic i s t  d is c o v e r in g  th e  Kukuksheim E f f e c t  was u n ab le  to  
so lv e  th e  Schweinehund Enigma.
/ 'a f t e r  he d isc o v e re d  /
(c )  The p h y s ic i s t  ■? p ro v id e d  t h a t  he d is c o v e re d  V th e  Kukuksheim 
(_if he d isc o v e re d  j
E f f e c t  was u n ab le  to  so lv e  th e  Schw einehund Enigma.
(41b) I  ta k e  to  be j u s t  p o s s ib le ,  b u t d i f f e r i n g  i n  m eaning from  (a) (w hereas 
th e  e q u iv a le n ts  in  (4 0 ) a re  synonym ous). (4 lc )  seems to  me to  be q u i te  
u n a c c e p ta b le  w ith  a  r e s t r i c t i v e  m eaning and an  a p p ro p r ia te  unbroken  in to n ­
a t io n ;  w ith  a  b ro k en  i n to n a t io n  i t  i s ,  o f  c o u rs e , i d e n t i c a l  w ith  th e  e q u iv ­
a le n t  n o n - r e s t r i c t i v e  s e n te n c e s  i n  (40b ) .  F u rth e rm o re , a lth o u g h  (40c) i s
ung ram m atica l, e q u iv a le n t  s e n te n c e s  w ith  s u b o rd in a tin g  c o n s tr u c t io n s  a re  
p e r f e c t l y  a c c e p ta b le :
4 0 . (d) No s e r io u s  m u s ic - lo v e r  can  e v e r  be th e  same a g a in
has j
> once h ea rd  th e  d e l i g h t f u l  s o n o r i t i e s  
t h a t  he h a s )  
o f  S tu m p fl.
Thus, i f  th e  sem an tic  e f f e c t  o f  r e l a t i v e  c la u s e s  on an  a n te c e d e n t  q u a n t i f ie d
t>y no* any, e v e ry  e t c .  i s  n o t q u i te  th e  same a s  t h a t  f o r  NRs i n  o th e rw ise
q u a n t i f ie d  c o n te x ts ,  i t  i s  no t q u i te  th e  same a s  t h a t  f o r  ..Rs, e i t h e r .  I n
f a c t ,  th e  ev id en ce  I  have b ro u g h t to  b e a r  above seems to  in d ic a te  t h a t  such
7r e l a t i v e s  behave more l ik e  NRs th a n  Rs. I f  t h i s  i s  in d e e d  th e  c a se , th e n  
we have fo und  an  a b s o lu te  co u n te r-ex am p le  to  th e  c la im  t h a t  NRs d e r iv e  from  
c o n ju n c t io n , s in c e  a s  we have seen , such  se n te n c e s  a re  u n c o n jo in a b le .
However, d e s p i te  th e  fo re g o in g  o b s e rv a t io n s ,  whose p u rp o r t  i s  to  c a s t  
doubt on th e  c o n ju n c t io n - d e r iv a t io n  o f  NRs, i t  m ust n e v e r th e le s s  s t i l l  be 
a d m itte d  t h a t  t h e r e  a re  c lo s e  resem b lan ces  betw een th e  two ty p e s  o f  con­
s t r u c t i o n  w hich i t  i s  p e rh a p s  incum bent upon th e  l i n g u i s t  to  t r y  and e x p la in .  
B oth c o n s tr u c t io n s  ju x ta p o s e  p r o p o s i t io n s ,  tho u g h  a s  we have seen , under 
d i f f e r e n t  c o n d i t io n s ,  and i n  most c a se s  s ta n d  i n  a p a ra p h ra se  r e l a t i o n s h ip  
w ith  each  o th e r .  The c o n ju n c t io n  and, however, i s  m u lt ip ly  am biguous, w ith  
th e  l o g i c a l  c o n ju n c t io n  sen se  1 A  * p e rh ap s  r e p r e s e n t in g  th e  unmarked c a s e . 
But th e s e  n o t io n s  can , p o t e n t i a l l y  a t  l e a s t ,  be c h a r a c te r iz e d  ( c f .  s e c t io n  
5 .2 ) ,  u s in g  th e  m ach inery  I  have t e n t a t i v e l y  p ro p o sed  f o r  sem an tic  s t r u c t u r e .
n
M. Ryddn (1970:47) sums up : " th e s e  i n d e f i n i t e s  [ v iz .  a l l , any, no] a re  a l l  
co m p a tib le  w ith  b o th  r e s t r i c t i v e  and n o n - r e s t r i c t i v e  r e l a t i v e  c la u s e s ,  
tho u g h  w ith  a marked g ra d ie n c e  to w ard s th e  r e s t r i c t i v e  ty p e ."
( a f t e r  he h av ing  
i f  he has 
p ro v id e d
I t  i s  a  re a s o n a b le  h y p o th e s is ,  1 th in k ,  t h a t  co h eren ce  betw een  se n te n c e s  i n
a  d is c o u rs e  (w hich need no t n e c e s s a r i ly  be i n  s u c c e s s io n )  i s  e q u iv a le n t  to
p a r t i a l  I d e n t i t y  o f  s t r u c tu r e  ( c f .  V a n D i jk 's  g lo b a l  coherence  c o n s t r a in t ,
( lS a )  a b o v e ). F o r coherence  by s u b je c t - m a t te r ,  t h i s  p a r t i a l  i d e n t i t y  would
be l a r g e ly  p r e l e x i c a l ,  i . e .  i t  would embody my c la im  t h a t  l e x i c a l  s e t s  sh a re
th e  same sem an tic  s t r u c tu r e ,  up to  com plete i d e n t i t y  (synonym y); f o r  coherence
by c o re fe re n c e  ( th e  i d e n t i t y  c o n d i t io n ) ,  p a r t i a l  I d e n t i t y  would be b o th  p r e -
and p o s t l e x i c a l ,  though  n e c e s s a r i ly  " p a r t i a l " ,  i n  t h a t  o n ly  p a r t  o f  th e
s e n te n c e - s t r u c tu r e s  c o u ld  be in v o lv e d : com plete i d e n t i t y  le a d s  t o  ungram -
mat i c a l i t y :
/  \  3€4,2. (a) George f e d  h i s  s p id e r s  and George fe d  h i s  s p id e r s .
(b) G eorge, who f e d  h i s  s p id e r s ,  fe d  h i s  sp id e rs*  
a s  does com plete  p r e l e x i c a l  i d e n t i t y :
/  \  55(c) George fe d  h i s  s p id e r s  and George gave fo o d  to  h i s  a ra c h n id s .
/  \  55(d) George, who gave fo o d  to  h is  a ra c h n id s , f e d  h i s  s p id e r s .
I f  one t r i e s  to  i n t e r p r e t  (c) and (d ) ,  i t  i s  by a s s ig n in g  d i f f e r e n t  p r e l e x i c a l  
sem an tic  s t r u c tu r e s  to  th e  a p p a r e n t ly - c o n t r a s t in g  i te m s . ( I  ta k e  th e  j u s t -  
p o s s ib le  i t e r a t i v e  sense  o f  (4.2a) a s  no t showing com ple te  i d e n t i t y  o f  con­
ju n c t s ,  s in c e  th e  i n to n a t i o n  i s  th e n  m arked:
4 2 . ( a 1) George fe d  M s  s p id e r s ,  and f e d  M s  s p id e r s - )
C oherence i s  th u s  ta k e n  to  be a n e c e s sa ry  and s u f f i c i e n t  c o n d i t io n  f o r  
th e  c o n n e c tio n  o f  s e n te n c e s  i n  d is c o u r s e .  S e n ten c e s  can  a ls o  be co n n ec ted , 
i m p l i c i t l y  o r  e x p l i c i t l y ,  by "p rag m atic "  r e l a t i o n s h ip s  ( c f .  s e c t io n  2 .1 7 ) ,  
such  a s  c a u s a t io n , r e s u l t ,  re a so n , p ro v is o , te m p o ra l s u c c e s s io n  e tc .  ( c f .
Van D i j k 's  r u le  ( l 6 i i i l ) ab o v e ), o r  sim ply  j u x ta p o s i t io n  ( A  ) ;  th e y  can  
th e n  rem ain  s e p a r a te :
4-3* (a ) C h a r le s  robbed  th e  M idland Bank. He had a g r e a t  d e a l  o f  money 
a l r e a d y ,
(w hich i s  i m p l i c i t l y  'a l t h o u g h ') ,  o r  j o in  to g e th e r  by c o n ju n c t io n :
(b) C h a r le s  robbed  th e  M idland Bank, and he had a g r e a t  d e a l  o f  
money a lr e a d y ,
(w hich i s  s t i l l  im p l ic i t  a s  to  l o g i c a l  c o n n e c tio n : b u t i s  l e s s  so , how ever), 
o r  s u b ju n c t io n :
(c) C h a r le s  robbed  th e  M idland Bank, a lth o u g h  he had a g r e a t  d e a l  
o f  money a lr e a d y ,
o r  th e  s e n te n c e s  can  rem ain  s e p a ra te  w ith  an e x p l i c i t  S Adv:
(d) C h a r le s  robbed  th e  M idland Bank. He had a  g r e a t  d e a l  o f  money 
a lr e a d y ,  how ever.
(43a) -  ( d ) ,  I  c o n te n d , a re  synonymous w ith  each  o th e r  and w ith
(e) C h a r le s , who had a g r e a t  d e a l  o f  money a lr e a d y , robbed  th e  
M idland Bank,
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43* (g) 'C h a r le s  cau sed  C h a rle s  to  come to  have som eth ing  by i l l e g a l  
m ethods a t  tim e  from  a p la c e  where p e o p le  keep money, /CONG/ 
C h a rle s  had money i n  th e  p e r io d  in c lu d in g  tim e 1
L e x ic a l iz a t io n s  i n  (4 3 f) a re  shown i n  b r a c k e ts .  would be th e  s u b tre e
in c lu d e d  i n  th e  sem an tic  s t r u c tu r e s  u n d e r ly in g  ro b , s t e a l ,  p i l f e r ,  p u r lo i n , 
p lu n d e r  e t c . ,  a s  w e ll  a s  r o b b e r ( v ) , b r ig a n d ( a g e ) , p i r a t e ,  p i r a c y , lo o t  e t c .  
W ithout Arg^Q^J ^  ™°uld u n d e r l ie  ta k e ,  o b ta in ,  a c q u ir e ,  a c q u i s i t i o n . 
i s  somewhat u n s a t i s f a c to r y  f o r  th e  a p p ro p r ia te  sen se  o f  b an k , to  bank e t c .  
( a l th o u g h  i t  i s  b e t t e r  f o r  such  u se s  a s  p iggybank , and  bank ( in  gam bling 
u s a g e ) ) ,  s in c e  m a t t r e s s e s ,  o ld  te a - c a d d ie s  and under th e  c lo c k  a re  a l l  
p la c e s  where money i s  k e p t,  though  one would h a rd ly  c a l l  them  "b a n k s" . We 
co u ld  add a P urpose  argum ent node marked 'com m erce1, a lth o u g h  t h i s  would 
in c lu d e  t i l l , and c a sh  r e g i s t e r ,  p resum ably , so th e  c r i t e r i a  f o r  bankhood 
a re  not v e ry  e a s i l y  come by .
S-  ^ and have, fu r th e rm o re , to  p a s s  th e  g lo b a l  coherence  c o n s t r a in t ,  
which th e y  do i n  s e v e r a l  r e s p e c ts :
(a) th e  s u b tr e e  S-^Q2]_ e q u iv a le n t  t o  (w ith o u t A rg ^ )*
(b) th e  s u b tr e e  Sno in c lu d e s  0,
(c )  Argi;L r  Arg2 l
(d) fu r th e rm o re , i t  i s  a c o n tin g e n t a ssu m p tio n  t h a t  th e  Neut o f  ^ r g]_Q2i 2 
i s  " f i l l e d "  by th e  Neut o f  A r g ^ ^  (an<3- p ro b a b ly  r e q u i r e s  a 
Source argum ent, which would make t h i s  a ssu m p tio n  more s u b s t a n t i a l ) .
Not o n ly  do S^ and f u l f i l  th e  g lo b a l  coherence c o n s t r a in t ,  th e y  p a s s  a 
f u r t h e r  c o n s t r a in t  w hich i s  im posed by th e  m e a n in g -p o s tu la te  w hich d e f in e s  
'CONC' i n  th e  m e ta th e o ry , which ro u g h ly  would be som eth ing  l i k e :
(4 4 ) I f  S1 [WAX]S1 GONG S2 LIBZ]S2 i s  m ean in g fu l, th e n  A d  ~ B , (where 
A, B a re  s u b tr e e s  and W, X, Y, Z a re  en v iro n m en ts  w hich may be 
n u l l ) .
and S2 f u l f i l  t h i s  a l s o :
(e) th e  t r e e  im p l ie s  and s p e c i f i c a l l y ,  th e  s u b tre e  S ^
im p lie s  p a r t i c u l a r l y  when Ag. and Neut a re  u n s p e c if ie d ,
(a l th o u g h  i f  (d) i s  a c c e p te d , Neut can  rem ain  a s  i t  i s ,  and th e
s ta te m e n t o f  im p l ic a t io n  he re  i s  g iv en  more s u b s ta n c e ) .
I t  m ight be o b je c te d  to  t h i s  t h a t  (43a) -  ( e ) ,  o r  s p e c i f i c a l l y  th e  c la u s e  
C h a rle s  robbed  th e  b an k , does n o t i n  f a c t  im ply t h a t  C h a r le s  had no mdney 
a t  th e  t im e . Taken i n  i s o l a t i o n ,  th e r e  i s  some t r u t h  i n  t h i s  ( th o u g h  i t
would be more a c c u ra te  t o  say  "does n o t n e c e s s a r i ly  im ply  . . . " ) .  What (4 4 )
i s  e x p la in in g  i s  th e  f a c t  t h a t  th e  s e n te n c e s  o f  (4 3 ) a re  a l l  a c c e p ta b le .
(4 4 ) p r e d i c t s ,  g iv e n  a s t r u c tu r e  [S^] CONC [S ^ ], t h a t  w i l l  b e a r  a  sen se  
whose o p p o s ite  i s  a c c e p ta b le  a s  a  (n o t n e c e s s a r i ly  th e  o n ly )  im p l ic a t io n  o f  
S^. Thus i n  th e  s e n te n c e :
4 5 . C h a r le s  robbed  a bank , a lth o u g h  he had never done so b e fo re*  
l_________ ,__________ J  <----- v---- ---------------------------------  J
S1 G0NG S2 
th e  p re se n c e  o f  CONC a llo w s  u s  to  i n f e r ,  by (44.) ,  t h a t  im p lie s  'C h a r le s  
had robbed  a bank b e fo re  1. I f  t h i s  i s  no t a r e a s o n a b le  im p l ic a t io n  o f  S^, 
th e n  th e  se n te n c e  f a i l s *
G iven t h a t  M s  r e l a t e  c o n tig u o u s  se n te n c e s  in  d is c o u r s e  which a re  l in k e d  
by v a r io u s  ex p o n en ts  o f  d e f in e d  by such m e ta ru le s  a s  (4 4 ) ,  one p o s s ib le  
d i s t i n c t i o n  betw een  M  and R i s  t h a t  th e  l a t t e r  i s  governed  by g lo b a l  c o h e r­
en ce , w h ile  th e  fo rm er i s  governed  by l o c a l  c o h e re n c e . Thus, an  R may p ic k  
up some s e t -  o r  m em b ersh ip -d e fin in g  e x p re s s io n  from  many s e n te n c e s  back  i n  
th e  d is c o u r s e ,  and t h i s ,  a s  we have se en  r e q u i r e s  a  g lo b a l  c o n s t r a in t  to  
h an d le  i t .  M s , on th e  o th e r  hand, m ust, a s  f a r  a s  I  can  s e e , o r ig in a te  
i n  c o n tig u o u s  Ss i n  d is c o u r s e ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  i f ,  l i k e  (4 3 a) -  (d ) ,  th e y  a re  
" p ra g m a tic a l ly "  l in k e d  by such  f a c t o r s  a s  'CONC, w hich, a s  (4 4 ) shows, 
i t s e l f  o p e ra te s  o n ly  o v e r c o n tig u o u s  Ss* L a te r  t r a n s f o r m a t io n a l  r u le s  w i l l  
th e n  e i t h e r  d e le t e  CONC ( to  g iv e  (4 3 a ) ) ,  r e p la c e  i t  w ith  and o r  b u t  ( to  
g iv e  (43b) o r  i t s  e q u iv a le n t  w ith  b u t ) , o r  w ith  a lth o u g h  o r  d e s p i te  th e  
f a c t  t h a t  ( to  g iv e  (4 3 c) o r  e q u iv a le n t)  o r e x tra p o s e  i t  and r e p la c e  i t  w ith  
however ( to  g iv e  (4 3 d ) ) ,  o r  d e le te  i t  and Wh-move (u n d er th e  i d e n t i t y  
c o n d it io n )  to  i t s  p o s i t i o n  in  (4 3 ®)•
Thus J a c k e n d o f f rs p ro b le m -se n te n c e s  ((2 5 ) -  (27) above) a re  r e s o lv e d  
by th e  &, i n  th e  u n d e r ly in g  form  o f  (25a) -  (b ) ,  (26a) -  (b ) ,  b e in g  mapped 
r e s p e c t i v e ly  in to  CAUS and A  , w h ile  t h a t  i n  th e  u n d e r ly in g  form  o f  (27a) -
(b) becomes CONC.
To sum up th e  sem an tic  u n d e rp in n in g s  f o r  t h i s  acco u n t o f  M  r e l a t i v i z -  
a t i o n :
(A) The ' i d e n t i t y  c o n d i t io n ' i s  n e c e s s a ry  b u t n o t s u f f i c i e n t  f o r  NRs*
(B) The 'c o h e re n c e  c o n s t r a i n t '  i s  a ls o  n e c e s s a ry  b u t no t s u f f i c i e n t  
f o r  NRs, a lth o u g h  i t  i s  b o th  n e c e s sa ry  and s u f f i c i e n t  f o r  c e r t a i n  
c o n n ec ted  se n te n c e s  i n  d is c o u r s e .
(C) S e n te n c e s  i n  d is c o u r s e  may a ls o  be c o n n ec ted  by p rag m a tic  r e l a t i o n ­
s h ip s  d e f in e d  i n  th e  m e ta th e o ry , and e x p l i c i t l y  e x p re s s e d  o r  
i m p l i c i t l y  u n d e rs to o d .
Thus, s e n te n c e s  i n  d is c o u rs e  must f u l f i l  th e  co h eren ce  c o n s t r a in t ,  
and th e y  may a ls o  f u l f i l  th e  i d e n t i t y  and p ra g m a tic  r e l a t i o n s h ip  
c o n s t r a i n t s .
NRs, s in c e  th e y  d e r iv e  from  co n n ec ted  s e n te n c e s  in  d is c o u r s e ,  must 
o b se rv e  th e  coh eren ce  c o n s t r a in t  and may o b se rv e  th e  p rag m a tic  
r e l a t i o n s h i p  c o n s t r a in t ,  b u t  th e y  a re  a  s p e c i a l  c a se  i n  t h a t  th e y  
m ust o b se rv e  th e  i d e n t i t y  c o n d it io n  a l s o .
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6 .1  Some t r a n s f o r m a t io n a l  a c c o u n ts
6 .1 1  P re -A sp e c ts  and "S ta n d a rd -T h e o ry "  ap p ro ach es
" T r a d i t i o n a l ly " ,  i n  g e n e ra tiv e  grammar, th e  p ro c e s s  o f  r e l a t i v i z a t i o n  
i s ,  a p a r t  from  some f a i r l y  g e n e ra l  c o n d it io n s  on i d e n t i t y ,  re g a rd e d  a s  a 
p u re ly  fo rm a l p ro c e s s  o f  jo in in g  one S to  a n o th e r , under an  NP node, though  
Jaco b s and Rosenbaum (1968 :261-2 ) b r i e f l y  c o n s id e r  th e  id e a  t h a t  th e  NR, i n  
c o n t r a s t  to  th e  R, p e rh a p s  sh o u ld  be ta k e n  a s  o c c u r r in g  on th e  same l e v e l  
a s  NP, i . e .  o u ts id e  th e  NP i n  th e  d e r iv e d  p h ra s e -m a rk e r . As a p ie c e  o f  
ev id en ce  f o r  t h i s  s p e c u la t io n ,  th e y  m en tion  th e  d i s j o i n t  in to n a t io n  p a t t e r n  
o f  th e  NR. They re g a rd  th e  d e r iv a t io n a l  sou rce  o f  NRs a s  c o n ju n c t io n , how­
e v e r .  The d i s t i n c t i o n  betw een  r e s t r i c t i v e  (R) and n o n - r e s t r i c t i v e  (NR) 
r e l a t i v e  c la u s e s  i s  made a s  a  m a tte r  o f  c o u rse , b u t i s  re g a rd e d  as more 
fu n d am en ta l by some l i n g u i s t s  ( e .g .  Sm ith  1964, Jaco b s and Rosenbaum 1968) 
th a n  o th e r s  ( e .g .  Thompson 1971, Kuroda 1969a). However, v e ry  l i t t l e  a p p e a rs  
i n  th e  l i t e r a t u r e  abou t th e  sem an tic  a s p e c ts  o f  th e  p ro c e s s  and th e  d i s t i n c ­
t i o n  m entioned  above, and i n  p a r t i c u l a r  on th e  q u e s t io n  o f  how to  acco u n t f o r  
th e  d i f f e r e n c e  o f  m eaning w hich e x i s t s  betw een an  R and i t s  e q u iv a le n t  NR.
F or exam ple, how i s  th e  r e s t r i c t i v e  n a tu re  o f  th e  R to  be e x p la in e d ?  I n  p r e -  
1965 TG, ( e .g .  Sm ith  1964.) th e  q u e s t io n  o f  e x p la n a t io n  a t  th e  sem an tic  l e v e l  
n e v e r  a r o s e 5 i n  p o s t - A sp ec ts  " s ta n d a rd - th e o ry "  t r e a tm e n ts  ( e .g .  Jaco b s and 
Rosenbaum 1968), i t  i s  assum ed, I  suppose, t h a t  th e  p re se n c e  o f th e  S node 
embedded i n  NP and s e le c te d  d u rin g  th e  p a ss  th ro u g h  th e  P S - ru le s  w i l l  i t s e l f  
somehow be i n t e r p r e t e d  a s  s e m a n t ic a lly  r e s t r i c t i v e  on th e  NP. Katz and 
P o s t a l ’ s p io n e e r in g  work (1964) i n  t h i s  l in e  o f  developm ent, p ro v id e s  con­
s t i t u e n t s  R e l and Comp i n  u n d e rly in g  P -m ark ers , and th e  fo rm er o f  th e s e  i s  
a t ta c h e d  to  an  NP under th e  D e te rm in er Node ( i n  l i n e  -with S m ith ’ s p ro p o sed  
d e r iv a t io n  in  h e r  1964. a r t i c l e ) .  I t  th e n  becomes a " m a tr ix  dummy", i . e .  a 
p o in t  a t  w hich a c o n s t i tu e n t  s e n te n c e  must be i n s e r t e d .  T h is  p ro c e s s  i s  se en  
by K atz and P o s t a l  In  te rm s  o f  g e n e ra l i s e d  t r a n s f o r m a t io n s ,  b u t th e y  a n t i c i ­
p a te  (pp . 67 -8 ) a n o th e r  method o f  o p e ra t io n  (p re s e n te d  i n  Chomsky 1965) by 
w hich a c o n s t i tu e n t  P -m arker ( r a t h e r  th a n  a f u l l y - i n t e r p r e t e d  se n te n c e )  w i l l  
be i n s e r t e d  a t  th e  dummy p o in t ,  r e s u l t i n g  in  a " g e n e r a l iz e d  P-m arkeiU '. T h is  
w i l l  th e n  o b v ia te  th e  need f o r  b o th  g e n e ra l iz e d  t r a n s fo r m a t io n s  and th e  ty p e  
2 p r o je c t io n  r u l e s  th e s e  r e q u i r e .  T h is has th e  im p o r ta n t  e f f e c t  o f  s tream ­
l i n i n g  th e  l i n g u i s t i c  model advanced i n  Katz and P o s t a l  t o  y i e l d  th e  e le g a n t
d e v ic e  p ro p o sed  I n  Chomsky 1965- However, i t  does n o t a l t e r  th e  f u n c t io n  
o f  th e  " p r o j e c t io n  r u le s "  f o r  com bining th e  m eanings o f s u c c e s s iv e ly  l a r g e r  
c o n s t i tu e n t s  ( a p a r t  from  s im p l if y in g  t h e i r  a p p l i c a t i o n ) .  Type 2 p r o je c t io n  
r u le s  have more r e c e n t ly  been  i n  a sense  r e i n s t a t e d  i n  th e  E x tended  S ta n d a rd  
Theory model now espoused  by Chomsky, and, p a r t i c u l a r l y  i n  t h i s  c o n n e c tio n , 
J a c k e n d o f f . These w i l l  be b r i e f l y  d is c u s s e d  below . K atz and P o s ta l ,  however, 
r e p r e s e n t  (1 9 6 4 :120 -2 ) th e  two p o s s ib le  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  o f
1 . (a) They found th e  boy s tu d y in g  i n  th e  l i b r a r y
a s  c o n ta in in g , i n  th e  m a tr ix  s e n te n c e  They found  th e  boy, r e s p e c t iv e ly
'fo u n d  + Comp1 and 't h e  + R el + b o y ':
(b) They found  Comp ( th e  boy i s  s tu d y in g  i n  th e  l i b r a r y )  th e  boy
(c) They found  th e  R e l ( th e  boy i s  s tu d y in g  i n  th e  l i b r a r y )  boy
"Thus", th e y  c o n c lu d e :
" th e  u n d e r ly in g  P -m ark ers  f o r  th e  two te rm s o f  th e  a m b ig u ity  . . .  
a re  found  to  d i f f e r  i n  j u s t  th e  way th e y  a re  am biguous and in  j u s t  
th e  way r e q u i r e d  f o r  p r o je c t io n  r u le s  to  p ro v id e  th e  c o r r e c t  r e a d in g s  
by o p e ra t in g  on th e  sequence o f  u n d e rly in g  P -m ark ers  a lo n e ."  (p . 122)
However, d e s p i te  th e  c o n fid e n ce  e x p re sse d  i n  t h i s  q u o ta t io n ,  i t  i s  d o u b tfu l  
w hether any s tra ta g e m  d is c u s s e d  by Katz and P o s ta l ,  o r  l a t e r  by K atz a lo n e  
(1966, 1972 ), can  I n  f a c t  a d e q u a te ly  s p e c i f y  th e  m eaning o f  a se n te n c e  con­
t a i n i n g  a r e s t r i c t i v e  r e l a t i v e  c la u s e .  S e v e ra l  p o in t s  must be made to  sub­
s t a n t i a t e  t h i s  a s s e r t i o n .  F i r s t ,  Katz and P o s t a l  go t o  c o n s id e ra b le  le n g th s  
t o  show t h a t  sem an tic  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  must ta k e  p la c e  on u n d e r ly in g  P -m a rk e rs . 
T h is  i s ,  i n  t h e i r  i n t e r p r e t i k e  sem an tic  th e o ry ,  e m in e n tly  r e a s o n a b le , s in c e  
any d e r iv a t io n  in v o lv in g , f o r  exam ple, a d e le t io n  t r a n s f o r m a t io n  a t  any 
s ta g e ,  would o th e rw is e  f a l l  s h o r t  o f sem an tic  i n t e r p r e t a b i l i t y  by th e  e lem en t 
d e le te d .  I n  te rm s o f  th e  model upon which t h e i r  argum ent i s  p r im a r i ly  
d ev e lo p ed , how ever, t h i s  le a d s  t o  c o m p lic a tio n s  w ith  embedded S s , r e q u i r in g  
e x t r a ,  and seem in g ly  ad  hoc m ach inery  (ty p e  2 p r o je c t i o n  r u l e s ) ,  t o  a llo w  
f o r  p a r t i a l  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  a  m a tr ix  se n te n c e  w ith  an  u n in te r p r e ta b le  
dummy symbol c o n ta in e d  i n  i t .  Chomsky's g e n e r a l i s e d  P -m ark e rs , form ed by 
i n s e r t i n g ,  i n  a  su b seq u en t p a s s  th ro u g h  th e  PS r u l e s ,  a  c o n s t i tu e n t  S in to  
a m a tr ix  S a t  a  p o in t  p r e s e le c te d  i n  th e  f i r s t  (m a tr ix -fo rm in g )  p a s s ,  a llo w  
t h i s  unw ie ldy  a p p a ra tu s  to  be s im p l i f ie d  c o n s id e ra b ly .  The p r o je c t io n  r u l e s  
can  now o p e ra te  b e fo re  a l l  t ra n s fo r m a t io n s  ( a t  th e  d e r i v a t i o n a l  s ta g e  sub­
s e q u e n tly  c a l l e d  "deep  s t r u c t u r e " ) ,  and th e r e f o r e  need no t ta k e  t ra n s fo rm ­
a t i o n a l  o p e ra t io n s  i n to  a c c o u n t. T h is  i s  e s s e n t i a l l y  th e  p o s i t i o n  ad o p ted  
by s o - c a l le d  " s ta n d a rd  t h e o r i s t s "  ( e .g .  Jaco b s and Rosenbaum 1968 ). Katz 
and P o s t a l  1964, (w hich was, o f  c o u rs e , p re-A spects--m odel w ith  r e g a rd  t o
g e n e r a l i s e d  P -m a rk e rs , a t  l e a s t ) ,  d is c u s s  th e  sem an tic  im p l ic a t io n s  o f  t h e i r  
m odel to  an  e x te n t  w hich was n o t r e p e a te d  u n t i l  Katz 1972, by which tim e  
c r u c i a l  changes and c h a lle n g e s  had come abou t i n  l i n g u i s t i c  th e o r y .  (K atz 
1966 was c l e a r l y  aim ed a t  an  au d ien ce  o f  p h i lo s o p h e rs  r a t h e r  th a n  l i n g u i s t s :  
i t  d is c u s s e s  p r o je c t i o n  r u l e s  o n ly  i n  r e s p e c t  o f  sim p le  s e n te n c e s ) .
The second  p o in t  co n c ern s  th e  s t r u c tu r e  o f  th e  p r o j e c t i o n  r u l e  i t s e l f  
a s  co n ce iv ed  by K atz and Fodor 1963, Katz and P o s t a l  1964 and Katz 1966,
(K atz 1972 does away w ith  p r o je c t io n  r u le s  a s  such  c o m p le te ly , I  s h a l l  d i s ­
c u ss  t h i s  s e p a r a te l y ) .  K atz , i n  s e v e r a l  p la c e s  ( e .g .  1 9 6 6 :1 6 6 ), g iv e s  th e  
p r o je c t i o n  r u l e  d e a l in g  w ith  " m o d if ic a t io n " , which he e x p la in s  i s  " th e  
g ram m atica l r e l a t i o n  t h a t  h o ld s  betw een  a m o d if ie r  and a  head , i . e .  such  
p a i r s  a s  an  a d je c t iv e  and a  noun, an  adverb  and a v e rb , an  ad v erb  and an  
a d je c t iv e  e t c . "  P resum ab ly , t h e r e f o r e ,  th e  r e l a t i o n  be tw een  a r e l a t i v e  
c la u s e  and i t s  head noun would be in c lu d e d ,,  e s p e c i a l l y  i n  view o f  th e  f a c t  
t h a t  ( i )  a d je c t iv e s  a re  u s u a l ly  c o n s id e re d  to  d e r iv e  from  r e l a t i v e  c la u s e s  
by t r a n s fo r m a t io n ,  and ( i i )  a t t r i b u t i v e  a d je c t iv e s  can  show th e  same sem an tic  
v a r i a t i o n  a s  r e l a t i v e  c la u s e s ,  namely, th e  r e s t r i c t i v e / n o n - r e s t r i c t i v e  d i s ­
t i n c t i o n .  ( in  w r i t t e n  E n g lis h , however, t h i s  i s  n o t m arked, so t h a t  am b ig u ity  
may o c c u r, under c o n d it io n s  which I  w i l l  r e f r a i n  from  d is c u s s in g  h e re .  The 
spoken form , th o u g h , may d i s t in g u ig h  betw een th e  two sem an tic  ty p e s  o f  
a d je c t iv e ,  by means o f  s t r e s s ) .  K a tz 's  m o d if ic a t io n  p r o j e c t i o n  r u le  i s  
g iv e n  a s  fo l lo w s :
2 . (R l) G iven two r e a d ih g s ,
~1* (^g), **• , (a^) f ^SR.^/*
I 2 : (b p , (b2), . . .  , ( b j ;  <SH2>
such  t h a t  i s  a s s ig n e d  to  a node X^ and  R^ i s  a s s ig n e d  to  a  node 
“ 2; ~1 dom ina tes a  s t r i n g  o f  words t h a t  i s  a  head  and dom ina tes 
a s t r i n g  t h a t  i s  a  m o d if ie r ,  and X^ and X^ b ra n c h  from  th e  same 
im m ed ia te ly  d o m in a tin g  node X,
Then th e  d e r iv e d  re a d in g ,
R ^ ; ( a ^ ) * ( ~ 2 ^ ,  * " *  f  ^ ~ n ^ J 1 ^ J ^ 2 ^  * * "  9 J <\ o R - j / >
i s  a s s ig n e d  t o  th e  node X j u s t  i n  ca se  th e  s e l e c t i o n  r e s t r i c t i o n  
< § e 2>  i s  s a t i s f i e d  by R^.
K atz th e n  c la im s  t h a t  t h i s  r u le  " e x p re sse d  th e  n a tu re  o f  a t t r i b u t i o n  i n  
language  . . .  A ccord ing  to  (R l) , i n  an  a t t r i b u t i v e  c o n s t r u c t io n ,  t h e  sem an tic  
p r o p e r t i e s  o f  th e  new c o n s t i tu e n t  a re  th o se  o f th e  head  e x c e p t t h a t  th e
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m eaning o f  th e  new c o n s t i tu e n t  i s  more d e te rm in a te  th a n  t h a t  of' th e  head by 
i t s e l f  due t o  th e  in fo rm a tio n  c o n tr ib u te d  by th e  m eaning o f  th e  m o d if ie r . 11 
(1966:166 , i t a l i c s  m in e).
One r a t h e r  s tr a n g e  anom aly sh o u ld  be o b se rv ed  a t  t h i s  p o in t .  N o tice  
t h a t  KP and K atz r e f e r  t o  th e  " a t t r i b u t i v e  c o n s tr u c t io n "  and use a s  t h e i r  
exam ples f o r  t h i s  p r o j e c t i o n  r u le  a d je c t iv e -n o u n  c o n s tr u c t io n s  (a s  one must 
e x p e c t o f  a r u le  w hich su p p o sed ly  d e a ls  w ith  m o d if ic a t io n ) .  The odd th in g  
i s ,  how ever, t h a t  a t t r i b u t i v e  a d je c t iv e s  were a t  t h a t  t im e , and s t i l l  a re  
g e n e r a l ly ,  d e r iv e d  from  r e l a t i v e  c la u s e s  by t r a n s f o r m a t io n  ( e .g .  G .S. Sm ith  
1961), so t h a t  a t  th e  l e v e l  a t  which th e  p r o je c t i o n  r u l e s  a re  s a id  to  o p e ra te ,  
t h e r e  a re  i n  f a c t  no such  c o n s t r u c ts  a s  a t t r i b u t i v e  fo rm a tio n s . However, 
t h i s  o v e r s ig h t  can  be fo rg iv e n , I  th in k :  th e  sem an tic  r e l a t i o n s h i p  betw een  
p r a c t i c a l l y  any g iv e n  p r e d ic a te  a d je c t iv e  and i t s  s u b s e t  (o r  a n te c e d e n t)  
w i l l  be more o r  l e s s  th e  same a s  t h a t  o f  a  m o d if ie r  and head i n  an  a t t r i b u ­
t i v e  c o n s t r u c t io n  (a lth o u g h  B o lin g e r  1967 g iv e s  g rounds f o r  th in k in g  th e r e  
may be a r e g u la r  sem an tic  d i s t i n c t i o n  betw een th e  tw o ) . T h is  i s  a  com para­
t i v e l y  t r i v i a l  m a t te r ,  how ever. A much more s e r io u s  d e f ic ie n c y  o f  t h i s  
acco u n t o f  th e  sem a n tic  p ro c e s s  o f  m o d if ic a t io n  i s  th e  f a i l u r e  to  d i s t i n g u i s h  
b e tw een  r e s t r i c t i v e  and n o n - r e s t r i c t i v e  m o d if ic a t io n .  1 s h a l l  t r y  t o  show 
t h a t  t h i s  i s  more th a n  m ere ly  an  o v e rs ig h t  o r  som eth ing  w hich K a tz /P o s ta l  
d id  n o t happen to  d is c u s s  o r  g e t  round  to ,  b u t i s  i n  f a c t  a  sem an tic  
d i s t i n c t i o n  w hich i s  in c a p a b le  of. t r e a tm e n t  by any i n t e r p r e t i v e  se m a n tic s  
so f a r  p ro p o se d .
The " n a tu re  o f  a t t r i b u t i o n  i n  language" i s  t h e r e f o r e  c a p tu re d  a c c o rd in g  
to  K atz , by th e  r u le  E l w hich c a r r i e s  ou t s e v e r a l  o p e r a t io n s :
3 , ( i )  G iven d i c t io n a r y  re a d in g s  f o r  two i te m s  whose s y n ta c t ic
c o n s t r u c t io n  g u a ra n te e s  them to  be i n  a  m o d if ie r -h e a d  
r e l a t i o n s h ip ,  f i r s t  e n su re  t h a t  th e  s e l e c t i o n a l  r e s t r i c t i o n  
o f  th e  m o d if ie r  i s  met by th e  sem a n tic  c o n te n t  o f  th e  head .
( i i )  D e le te  th e  s e l e c t i o n a l  r e s t r i c t i o n  o f  th e  m o d if ie r .
( i i i )  Combine th e  sem an tic  m arkers o f  head and m o d if ie r  sequen­
t i a l l y  le a v in g  th e  s e l e c t i o n a l  r e s t r i c t i o n  o f  t h e  head a t  
th e  end o f  th e  sequence .
Doubt h as  been  c a s t  o n ( 3 i i )  and ( 3 i i i )  by James McOawley ( 1968a:133“4)> 
who shows th e r e  a re  c a se s  where i t  i s  th e  s e l e c t i o n a l  r e s t r i c t i o n  o f  th e  
m o d if ie r  w hich d e te rm in e s  t h a t  o f  th e  noun p h ra s e , e .g .  my buxom n e ig h b o u r, 
t h a t  p re g n a n t p e r s o n , a  male m odel, a  fem ale  t e a c h e r . A lso  w ith  r e g a rd  to
t h e  t h i r d  o p e ra t io n ,  W ein ra ich  (1966:418 s q q .)  shows t h a t  sem an tic  m arkers 
( a ls o  known as  f e a t u r e s ) ,  w hether i n  s in g le  l e x i c a l ,  i te m s  o r com plexes o f 
l e x i c a l  i te m s , a re  n o t n e c e s s a r i ly  th row n to g e th e r  s e q u e n t i a l ly  i n  "an  
u n s tr u c tu r e d  h eap " , b u t o f te n  form  what W ein re ich  c a l l s  (a s  I  have, a ls o )  
" c o n f ig u r a t io n s " ,  v i z .  o rd e re d  s e t s  o f  f e a tu r e s  ( i . e .  a r ra n g e d  i n  some s o r t  
o f  dependency r e l a t i o n s h i p ) .  V feinreich  th e n  goes on (pp . 420 s q q .)  to  d i s ­
c u ss  m o d if ie r -h e a d  exam ples, th o u g h  u n f o r tu n a te ly  m ost u n r e v e a l in g ly .  I n  
any c a se , by t h i s  tim e  K atz had come to  a g re e  w ith  th e  view  t h a t  some sem an tic  
e n t r i e s  a re  s t r u c tu r e d ,  though  h i s  d i s c u s s io n  (1966, 1967) i s  l im i te d  t o  p re d ­
i c a t e  exam ples ( v iz .  c h a s e , b u y / s e l l ) .
There a re  a ls o ,  how ever, g rav e  d o u b ts  abou t th e  f e a s i b i l i t y  o f  ( 3 i ) ,  a s  
I  now hope to  d e m o n s tra te . I  do n o t th in k  t h a t  my p a ra p h ra se  does i n j u s t i c e  
to  K a tz ’ s a c tu a l  w ording ("X^ dom ina tes  a s t r i n g  o f  words t h a t  i s  a head  and 
SXg do m in a tes  a  s t r i n g  t h a t  i s  a  m o d if ie r " ) .  T h is  c o n d i t io n  i s  c l e a r l y  c i r ­
c u la r ,  s in c e  th e  h e a d -m o d if ie r  r e l a t i o n s h ip  i s  no t d e f in e d  by n o r d e d u c ib le  
from  th e  fo rm a l r u le s  o f  th e  base  e x c ep t ad hoc (and  i n  any c a se , a s  I  have 
p o in te d  o u t ,  w ould, i f  a d j e c t i v a l ,  be d e f in a b le  o n ly  a s  a  post-D S c o n f ig u r ­
a t i o n  anyw ay). S in c e  t h i s  i s  n o t a  fo rm a l r e l a t i o n s h i p ,  i t  must be a t  l e a s t  
p a r t i a l l y  d e te rm in e d  by th e  m eanings o f  th e  ite m s , and t h e r e f o r e  has no 
j u s t i f i a b l e  p la c e  i n  th e  fo rm a l c o n d it io n s  on  a r u l e  com bining th e s e  m eanings. 
The problem  I s  t o  s p e c i f y  th e  head  w ith o u t b e in g  p e rm i t te d  (by th e  r u l e s  f o r  
fo rm a l sy s tem s) t o  assume t h a t  th e  p a r t i a l  sym bolic  i d e n t i t y  betw een  NP and 
N i s  enough t o  i d e n t i f y  th e  l a t t e r  a s  "head" o f  th e  fo rm e r. I t  I s ,  o f  c o u rse , 
q u i te  p o s s ib le  t o  d e f in e  th e  head c o n f ig u r a t io n a l ly  ( c f .  th e  d i s c u s s io n  o f  
t h i s  b e lo w ), a s  [N, NP], f o r  exam ple, o r  [V, VP]. But how do you  th e n  go on 
to  d e f in e  a  m o d if ie r ,. ' g iv e n  th e  u s u a l  t r a n s f o r m a t io n a l  t re a tm e n t  o f ,  ■ say  
a d je c t iv e s ?  U sing A sp e c ts - ty p e  Base r u l e s ,  such  a  c o n f ig u r a t io n a l  d e f i n i t i o n  
would be h ig h ly  unw ieldy , i f  in d ee d  i t  were p o s s ib le  a t  a l l ,  and th e r e  a re  
c e r t a i n  c l a s s e s  o f  a d je c t iv e ,  l e t  a lo n e  q u a n t i f i e r  and d e i c t i c ,  w hich would 
be l e f t  u n d e f in e d . I f ,  on th e  o th e r  hand, th e  c o n f ig u r a t io n a l  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  
a d j e c t i v a l  m o d if ic a t io n  i s  l e f t  u n t i l  th e  a t t r i b u t i v e  s ta g e ,  th e  c o n f ig u r a t io n s  
a re  no lo n g e r  th o s e  o f  deep s t r u c t u r e .  But say  we assume t h a t  th e  u s u a l  t r e a t ­
ment o f  a d je c t i v e s  i s  w rong: problem s s t i l l  o c c u r . How can  you d i s t i n g u i s h ,  
i n  Chomsky’ s c o n f ig u r a t io n a l  te rm s , and g iv en  t h a t  he v iew s w ith  s c o rn  th e  
id e a  t h a t  g ram m atica l r e l a t i o n s  sh o u ld  be d i r e c t l y  r e p r e s e n te d  i n  u n d e r ly in g  
s t r u c tu r e s  (1970 : f n .  1 0 ) , be tw een  a  head noun and e p i t h e t  nouns? As f a r  a s  
I  am aw are, Chomsky p ro v id e s  no c o n f ig u r a t io n a l  d e v ic e  f o r  s p e c i f y in g  
h o r iz o n ta l  r e l a t i o n s h ip s  ( " le f tw a rd "  and " r ig h tw a rd " ) ,  tho u g h  Lyons (1968:277sqq)
d o e s . I t  a p p e a rs  t o  me, t h e r e f o r e ,  t h a t  th e  " m o d if ie r-h e a d "  r e l a t i o n s h ip  
canno t be d e f in e d  i n  ST w ith o u t s e v e re ly  c o m p lic a tin g  th e  B ase, and t h i s ,  
m oreover, f o r  no c l e a r  a d v a n ta g e . (For an  a tte m p t t o  d e f in e  "head" -  o r  
i t s  e q u iv a le n t  -  i n  te rm s  o f  "dependency r u l e s " ,  se e  R obinson  1970 ).
T aking  i t ,  th e n ,  t h a t  th e r e  a re  s e r io u s  d o u b ts  ab o u t R l, does t h i s  
i n d ic a te  t h a t  th e  r u le  needs t in k e r in g  w ith , o r  can  i t  j u s t i f i a b l y  be a rg u ed  
t h a t  no r u l e  o f  t h i s  k in d , and i n  such  a  g ram m atica l system , w i l l  be ad eq u a te  
to  d e s c r ib e  th e  phenomena? 1 b e l ie v e  t h a t  t h i s  whole ap p ro ach  t o  th e  seman­
t i c s  o f  r e l a t i v i z a t i o n ,  (and  p e rh a p s  by im p l ic a t io n  to  se m a n tic s  i n  g e n e ra l)  
can  be shown t o  be fu n d a m e n ta lly  f a u l t y .  However, i n  o r d e r  to  e n su re  t h a t  
th e  sem an tic  system  I  am a rg u in g  a g a in s t  has  n o t a l r e a d y  been  u p d a te d  by i t s  
a u th o r  h im s e lf ,  I  must f i r s t  d e s c r ib e  K a tz ia n  se m a n tic s  i n  th e  l a t e s t  v e r s io n  
I  have se en , w hich 1 s h a l l  c a l l  th e  Mk. IF  model (K a tz , 1 972 ). As a m a tte r  
o f  f a c t ,  th e  amendments w hich have r e c e n t ly  b e e n  made by K atz do n o t m a te r­
i a l l y  a f f e c t  th e  ca se  I  am a rg u in g . J u s t  a s  th e  Mk. I I  model (K atz and 
P o s ta l  1964.) s im p l i f ie d  th e  s y n ta c t ic  com ponents by p la c in g  i n  th e  Base a l l  
s y n ta c t i c  c h o ic e s  w hich a f f e c t ’ m eaning, so to o  does th e  Mk. IF  m odel s im p l if y  
th e  sem a n tic  component by p la c in g ,  a ls o  i n  th e  B ase, a l l  s p e c i f i c a t i o n  o f  
m eaning w hich i s  d e te rm in e d  by th e  s y n ta x . I n  f a c t ,  th e s e  amount to  th e  
same th in g ,  and K atz i s  b e in g  q u i te  c o n s i s t e n t : th u s ,  s y n ta c t i c  in fo rm a t io n  
(w h e th er ab o u t s e n te n c e  ty p e s  o r  g ram m atica l r e l a t i o n s )  w hich a f f e c t s  m eaning 
i s  t o  be lo c a te d  i n  th e  B ase . Katz does t h i s  by in t r o d u c in g  some m ach inery  
w hich he c a l l s  " c a te g o r iz e d  v a r ia b le s "  ( l9 7 2 :p p . 103 s q q . ) .  These a lr e a d y  
e x is t e d  i n  p ro to ty p e  i n  t h e  Mk. I l l  m odel (K atz , 1967 ), i n  t h a t  d i c t io n a r y  
e n t r i e s ,  e s p e c i a l l y  o f  i te m s  e x p re s s in g  r e l a t i o n s h i p  o f  some k in d  ( e .g .  
c e r t a i n  v e rb s , c e r t a i n  a d j e c t i v e s ) ,  c o n ta in e d  empty " s l o t s "  in to  w hich th e  
d ic t io n a r y  e n t r y  f o r  e .g .  th e  s u b je c t  o r  th e  o b je c t  o f  th e  p a r t i c u l a r  ite m  
c o u ld  be i n s e r t e d .  These s l o t s  were sym bo lised  by th e  l e t t e r s  X, Y, Z e t c . ,  
and i t  was assum ed " th a t  sem an tic  th e o ry  p ro v id e d  th e  l e t t e r s  . . .  a s  sym bols 
s ta n d in g  f o r  d i s t i n c t  c a te g o r iz e d  v a r i a b le s .  Each such  v a r i a b le  was th o u g h t 
o f  a s  in tro d u c e d  i n to  th e  th e o ry  by a s p e c ia l  d e f i n i t i o n  . . .  on  th e  b a s i s  
o f  th e  g ram m atica l r e l a t i o n  s p e c i f y in g  th e  c a te g o ry  o f  th e  v a r i a b le "  (1972: 
1 0 4 ) . Thus X m ight have r e p r e s e n te d  ’S u b j e c t - o f 1, Y ’O b j e c t - o f ,  e t c . ,  
t h e s e  g ram m atic a l r e l a t i o n s  b e in g  d e f in a b le  i n  te rm s  o f th e  c o n f ig u r a t io n  
o f  n o d a l c a te g o r ie s  i n  th e  Base (Chomsky 1 9 6 5 :7 1 ). K atz p ro p o sed  to  m odify 
t h i s  i n  h i s  1972 v e r s io n  by e x p l i c i t l y  s t a t i n g  su ch  g ram m atica l r e l a t i o n ­
s h ip s  i n  th e  com plex symbol w hich r e p la c e s  each  l e x i c a l  c a te g o ry  l a t e  i n
th e  r u l e s  o f  th e  B ase. Each com plex symbol (CS) w i l l  now c o n ta in ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  
a sem an tic  and a s y n ta c t i c  s p e c i f i c a t i o n ,  th e  l a t t e r  now in  th e  form  [NP, S] 
( f o r  S u b j e c t - o f ) o r  [NP, P re p -p h ra s e , VP, P re d -p h ra s e , S] ( f o r  I n d i r e c t  
O b je c t-o f )  e t c .  T here  w i l l  be a s  many ty p e s  o f  CS, (e a c h  one hav ing  an  
i n d e f i n i t e l y  la r g e  p o s s ib le  v a r i e ty  o f  sem an tic  s p e c i f i c a t i o n ) ,  a s  th e r e  a re  
g enu ine  g ram m atica l r e l a t i o n s h ip s  ( " l e g i t im a te  and t r a d i t i o n a l l y  re c o g n ise d " '
-  Chomsky, 1965 :73) a s  opposed  t o  " p s e u d o re la t io n s "  such  a s  S u b je c t - O b je c t . 
These a re  d i s t in g u is h e d ,  Chomsky s u g g e s ts  ( i b i d . ,  and pp . 1 1 3 -4 ) , ^he 
f a c t  t h a t  th e  fo rm er b u t no t th e  l a t t e r  a re  governed  by s e l e c t i o n a l  r e s t r i c ­
t i o n s .  However, K atz d o u b ts  t h i s ,  and i n  f a c t  e x p re s s e s  d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  w ith  
th e  whole a c co u n t o f  g ram m atica l r e l a t i o n s  a s  d is c u s s e d  i n  Chomsky 1965,
(K atz 1970 :223-227 , 1 9 7 2 :1 0 9 -1 1 0 ). He su g g e s ts  t h a t  th e s e  r e l a t i o n s  ap p e ar
o f
to  b e / s o l e ly  sem a n tic  s ig n i f ic a n c e ,  and t h a t  " th e  t r u e  g ram m atica l r e l a t i o n s  
w i l l  th e n  be th o s e  t h a t  o ccu r i n  th e  s ta te m e n t o f  th e  sem an tic  r u l e s  i n  
q u e s tio n "  (1 1 0 ). B ut s in c e  th e  o p e ra t io n  o f  th e s e  sem an tic  r u l e s  i s  d e te r ­
m ined by th e  genu ine  g ram m atica l r e l a t i o n s ,  and th e  genu ine  g ram m atica l 
r e l a t i o n s  a re  th o s e  w hich a p p e a r  i n  sem an tic  r u l e s ,  K a tz 's  th e o ry  seems to  
have re a c h e d  an  im p a sse . I t  i s  a v ic io u s  c i r c l e  no t i n  th e  sen se  t h a t  one 
canno t b re a k  o u t o f  i t ,  b u t i n  th e  sen se  t h a t  one canno t b re a k  in to  i t .  An 
an a lo g y  w ould be a S o c ia l  S e c u r i ty  r u l i n g  w hich s t a t e d  t h a t  o n ly  a c c r e d i t e d  
p e n s io n e rs  c o u ld  draw  a  p e n s io n , and " a c c r e d i te d  p e n s io n e rs "  was d e f in e d  a s  
'th o s e  who drew  p e n s io n s 'i  Chom sky's in n o v a tio n , how ever, was in te n d e d  t o  
make i t  p o s s ib l e ,  a s  in d e e d  i t  must be , to  a c co u n t f o r  t h e  same sem an tic  
c o n te n t  f u n c t io n in g  now a s  s u b je c t ,  now a s  o b je c t  e t c .
T h is  in c r e a s e d  c o m p le x ity  i n  th e  CS has i t s  a t t e n d a n t  s i m p l i f i c a t i o n  
e lse w h e re , nam ely i n  th e  p r o j e c t i o n  r u le s  o f th e  se m a n tic  com ponent. I n  th e  
Mk. I - I I I  m odels, Katz ( -  P o s ta l )  assum es t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a d i f f e r e n t  p r o je c t i o n  
r u le  f o r  ea ch  g ram m atica l r e l a t i o n s h ip ,  which com bines th e  component m eanings 
i n  a  way a p p r o p r ia te  t o  th e  r e l a t i o n s h i p .  The o n ly  exam ples o f  p r o je c t i o n  
r u l e s  e v e r  g iv e n  i n  K a tz ia n  l i t e r a t u r e ,  to  my know ledge, a re  th o s e  f o r  
a r t i c l e - n o u n ,  s u b je c t - v e r b ,  v e r b - o b je c t ,  and m o d if ic a t io n  a l l  i n  K atz and 
Fodor 1963. Of th e s e ,  how ever, th e  f i r s t  th r e e  have n e v e r  been  s e e n  a g a in , 
which i s  no t s u r p r i s in g  s in c e  th e  f i r s t  sim ply  adds what i s  p resum ab ly  th e  
d i s t i n g u i s h e r  f o r  t h e , I n  th e  example used , [Some c o n te x tu a l ly  d e f i n i t e ] to  
th e  noun re a d in g , w h ile  th e  second  and t h i r d  m ere ly  am algam ate th e  two 
re a d in g s  i n  a  q u i te  u n s p e c i f ie d  way. The d u b ie ty  o f  th e  f o u r th  has  a lr e a d y  
been  su g g e s te d  above . The d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  o f  p r o j e c t i o n  r u le s  a c c o rd in g  to  
th e  g ram m atica l r e l a t i o n s  w hich o b ta in  i s  assum ed by K atz to  be r e q u i r e d  by
t h e  f a c t  t h a t  " th e  same s e t  o f  morphemes can  mean d i f f e r e n t  th in g s  when p u t 
i n  d i f f e r e n t  s y n ta c t i c  a rra n g e m e n ts"  (1 9 7 2 :3 5 ). T h is  i s  c l e a r l y  t r u e .  How­
e v e r , Katz makes from  t h i s  p o s i t i o n  an  u n te n a b le  le a p  to  th e  p o s i t i o n  t h a t  
" th e r e  i s  a  d i s t i n c t  p r o j e c t i o n  r u le  f o r  each  d i s t i n c t  g ram m atica l r e l a t i o n .  
T hus, th e r e  w i l l  be d i f f e r e n t  p r o je c t io n  r u le s  i n  th e  sem an tic  component o f 
a l i n g u i s t i c  d e s c r i p t i o n  f o r  each  o f  th e  g ram m atica l r e l a t i o n s :  s u b je c t -  
p r e d i c a t e ,  v e r b - o b je c t ,  m o d if ic a t io n , e t c .  The number o f  p r o je c t i o n  r u le s  
r e q u i r e d  i s ,  c o n s e q u e n tly , d ic t a te d - b y  th e  number o f  g ram m atica l r e l a t i o n s  
d e f in e d  i n  th e  th e o r y  o f  th e  s y n ta c t i c  component" (1 9 6 6 :1 6 5 ) . T hat t h i s  
p o s i t i o n  i s  u n te n a b le  i s  shown by a number o f l i n g u i s t s ,  p ro m in en t among 
them  F illm o re  ( e .g .  1968, 1969b), who p o in ts  o u t t h a t  th e r e  i s  no s in g le  
s u b je c t - p r e d i c a te  o r  v e rb - o b je c t  r e l a t i o n ,  and t h a t  i n  f a c t  th e s e  g ram m atica l 
f u n c t io n s  a re  r e l a t i v e l y  s u p e r f i c i a l .  The c o r r e c tn e s s  o f  t h i s  view  i s  shown 
by th e  f a m i l i a r  exam ples:
4 . (a ) The door opened .
(b) The j a n i t o r  opened th e  doo r.
(c ) The key opened th e  d o o r.
5 . (a) The c o rn  grew .
(b) The fa rm e r  grew  th e  c o rn .
(c ) The c h i ld  grew .
(d) XThe f a t h e r  grew th e  c h i ld .
(e) The p ig s  grew .
( f ) The fa rm e r  r a i s e d  ( th e )  p ig s .
6 . (a) A blow  s t r u c k  F red  on th e  head .
(b) F red  r e c e iv e d  a blow  on th e  head .
(c ) George gave F red  a  blow on th e  head .
(d) A blow  from  George s t r u c k  F red  on th e  head
The s e n te n c e s  i n  (4 ) d em o n s tra te  t h a t  th e  same l e x i c a l  i te m  (d o o r) can  
be now s u b je c t ,  now o b je c t  o f  th e  same v e rb , w ith o u t a p p a re n t ly  ch an g in g  i t s  
sem an tic  r e l a t i o n s h i p  t o  t h a t  v e rb . F u rth e rm o re , a  p a ra p h ra se  o f  (4 b ) ;
4* (d) The j a n i t o r  cau sed  th e  door to  open,
shows t h a t  th e  saine i te m , d o o r, can  be am biguous a s  to  th e  g ram m atica l 
r e l a t i o n s h i p ,  i n  t h a t  i t  i s  s im u lta n e o u s ly  th e  " o b je c t"  (o r  p a r t  o f  i t )  o f 
c a u s e , and th e  " s u b je c t"  o f  open ( c f .  Chomsky 1 9 6 5 :7 0 ).
On th e  q u e s t io n  o f  w h e th e r  o v e r t  " c a u se " s e n te n c e s  are, p a ra p h ra s e s  o f 
c a u s a t iv e  s e n te n c e s , K atz (1970:253) p ro v id e s  what he c la im s  i s  a  c o u n te r ­
exam ple t o  th e  a ssu m p tio n  (made by McCawley) t h a t  k i l l  and cause  to  d ie  a re  
synonym s:
"Suppose t h a t  th e  s h e r i f f  o f an  o ld  West tow n i s  to  f i g h t  a 
gun d u e l w ith  a n  in fam ous badman a t  h ig h  noon. Suppose a ls o  t h a t ,  
so a s  no t t o  ta k e  any u n n e c e ssa ry  ch an ces , th e  s h e r i f f  goes to  
th e  l o c a l  g unsm ith  t o  have h i s  t r u s t y  s ix - s h o o te r  p u t i n  to p  
w orking  c o n d i t io n .  Suppose, fu r th e rm o re , t h a t  th e  gunsm ith , who 
i s  a f r i e n d  o f  th e  o u tlaw , i n s t a l l s  an  o ld , r u s t y  f i r l n g - p i n  i n  
th e  s h e r i f f ' s  gun and  t e l l s  him t h a t  th e  new est and  b e s t  a v a i l a b le  
p in  has  b een  p u t i n .  Now, when th e  g u n -d u e l t a k e s  p la c e ,  th e  
s h e r i f f ,  x^ho draw s f i r s t ,  i s  u n ab le  to  f i r e  h i s  gun because  th e  
d e f e c t iv e  f i r i n g  p in  p re v e n ts  i t  from  d is c h a r g in g , and th e  o u tlaw  
th e n  sh o o ts  and k i l l s  th e  s h e r i f f .  C le a r ly ,  th e  gunsm ith  caused  
th e  d e a th  o f  th e  s h e r i f f ,  b u t ,  e q u a l ly  c l e a r l y ,  th e  gunsm ith  d id  
n o t k i l l  h im ".
However, t h i s  John  Ford  c l ic h d  s i t u a t i o n  i s  l i k e l y  t o  be fo llo w e d  by th e  
c l ic h d  r e t o r t ;  "He k i l l e d  him a s  su re  a s  i f  h e 'd  p u l le d  th e  t r i g g e r  h im se lfJ  
T hat i s  to  sa y , b o th  k i l l  and  cause  t o  d ie  can  r e f e r  t o  b o th  d i r e c t  and 
i n d i r e c t  c a u s a t io n ,  and to  q u ib b le  o v e r t h i s  w ith  r e s p e c t  t o  th e s e  two 
p r e d i c a t e s  commits one t o  th e  same q u ib b le  w ith  o th e r  exam ples:
7 . (a) The j a n i t o r  u n lo ck ed  th e  d o o r.
("No he d i d n ' t .  The key un locked  th e  d o o r . The j a n i t o r  j u s t
cau sed  th e  door to  un lock" e t c . )
(b) H i t l e r  k i l l e d  s i x  m i l l i o n  Jews.
(c ) Judge J e f f r e y s  hanged th o u sa n d s .
J a c k e n d o ff  (1972:27  s q .)  a t te m p ts  to  make th e  same p o in t  abou t cause
and c a u s a t iv e s ,  b u t u s in g  a d i f f e r e n t  exam ple. U n fo r tu n a te ly  f o r  h i s  a rg u ­
m ent, how ever, th e  v e rb  he ch o o ses , d ro p , i s  am biguous i n  i t s  t r a n s i t i v e  
use betw een  a c a u s a t iv e  and what we m ight c a l l  an  ' i n v o l i t i v e '  s e n se :
8 . (a) [ J a c k e n d o f f ' s (2 .7 )3  The g la s s  dropped  to  th e  f l o o r .
(b) [ ( 2 . 8 )]  F loyd  d ropped  th e  g la s s  to  th e  f l o o r .
(b) i s  am biguous betw een c a u s a t iv e  ( 'F lo y d  caused  th e  g l a s s  t o  f a l l  to  th e  
f l o o r ' )  and i n v o l i t i v e  ( IF lo y d  a llo w ed  th e  g la s s  to  f a l l / d r o p  to  th e  f l o o r ' )  
The l a t t e r  i s  d e c id e d ly  th e  more n a tu r a l  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  f o r  me, and  im p lie s  
la c k  o f  c o n t r o l  on th e  p a r t  o f  th e  s u b je c t ,  u n l ik e  th e  c a u s a t iv e ,  w hich 
im p l ie s  d i r e c t  o r  i n d i r e c t  c o n t r o l .  I n  c e r t a i n  c o n te x ts ,  th e  c a u s a t iv e  
sen se  seems p r e f e r a b l e :
8 . (c) The h u n te r  d ropped  th r e e  g a z e l le s  w ith  w e l l - p la c e d  s h o ts ,
b u t th e s e  a re  much more l im i t e d  i n  o c c u rre n ce  th a n  th e  i n v o l i t i v e  se n se .
Ja c k e n d o ff  goes on to  n o te  t h a t  th e  e x p l i c i t  c a u s a t iv e  i s  n o t a lw ays 
synonymous w ith  th e  " t r a n s i t i v e "  use o f  d ro p : ( i n  f a c t ,  we sh o u ld  h a rd ly  
e v e r  e x p e c t th e s e  to  be synonym ous):
8 . (d) [ ( 2 . 9)3 F loyd  caused  th e  g la s s  to  d rop  to  th e  f l o o r  by
t i c k l i n g  S a l ly  who was h o ld in g  i t .
8 . (e )  [ ( 2 .1 0 ) ]  xF loyd  dropped  th e  g la s s  to  t h e  f l o o r  by t i c k l i n g
S a l ly ,  who was h o ld in g  i t .
I  would, i n  f a c t ,  go f u r t h e r  and su g g e s t t h a t  'X d ro p s  X ', when i t  p re su p p o se s  
'X h o ld s  X.', i s  n ev e r  c a u s a t iv e .  I n  o th e r  w ords, th e  l e x i e a l i z a t i o n  o f  'X 
c a u se s  X to  d rop  I 1 has t o  be som eth ing  l i k e  X th ro w s Y down. I f  we compare
9 . (a) F red  made O liv e  d rop  th e  gun.
(b.) F re d  made h im s e lf  drop  th e  gun,
we can  see  t h a t  a  s im i la r  d i s t i n c t i o n  i s  b e in g  made betw een  c o n t r o l l e r  and 
c o n t r o l le d ,  even  though  in  (b) i t  i s  th e  same i n d iv id u a l  who i s  p e rfo rm in g  
b o th  f u n c t io n s .  The Im m ediate s u b je c t  o f  d rop  i n  what i s  t r a d i t i o n a l l y  
c a l l e d  a  t r a n s i t i v e  s e n te n c e  c a n n o t, t h e r e f o r e ,  (w ith  a  few  e x c e p tio n s  such  
a s  ( 8c ) ) ,  be a g e n tiv e ,  s in c e  t h i s  im p lie s  v o l i t i o n .
O th er p a p e rs  on t h i s  t o p ic  in c lu d e  Fodor 1970, Kac 1972, S h ib a ta n i  1972, 
McCawley 1972b. I  have a rg u e d  my own v iew p o in t on t h i s  q u e s t io n  (se e  s e c t io n  
4 . 21 ) :  th e r e  i s  no r e a s o n  why th e  " m o n o le x ic a liz a t io n "  (k i l l ) sh o u ld  be 
i d e n t i c a l  w ith  th e  " p o ly l e x ie a l i z a t io n "  ( cause  t o  become no t a l i v e ) .  T h is  
would happen o n ly  i n  such  c a s e s  a s  c o u ld  be a b s o lu te ly  co n firm ed  t h a t  th e  
sem an tic  c o n f ig u r a t io n  u n d e r ly in g  a  c e r t a i n  l e x i c a l  m eaning was r e a l l y  
com plete  (and  th e s e  a re  fe w ). N orm ally , i n  p r a c t i c e ,  how ever, we sh o u ld  
e x p e c t t h e  c o n f ig u r a t io n  to  r e p r e s e n t  l e s s  th a n  the- t o t a l  m eaning r e q u i r e d ,  
and th u s  th e  p o l y l e x i c a l i z a t i o n  c o rre sp o n d in g  to  th e  s e p a r a te  e le m en ts  o f  
t h a t  c o n s t r u c t io n  to  r e f l e c t  t h a t  d e f ic ie n c y  to o ;  i n  a l l  c a s e s , th e  s in g le  
l e x i c a l  Item  sh o u ld  a s s o c ia te  w ith  a  r i c h e r  sem a n tic  c o n f ig u r a t io n  th a i i  t h a t  
r e p r e s e n te d  by th e  " e q u iv a le n t"  p h ra s e .
The se n te n c e s  (5) show t h a t  even  th e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  we can  draw  betw een  
th e  o b je c t s  o f  some s e n te n c e s  and th e  s u b je c ts  o f  o th e r s  i s  n o t a  c o n s ta n t  
one, w h ile  th o s e  o f  ( 6 ) d em o n s tra te  t h a t  a  m u l t i p l i c i t y  o f  g ram m atica l 
r e l a t i o n s h i p s  can  ta k e  p la c e  w ith  com plete synonymy, g iv e n  th e  same nouns, 
b u t chang ing  th e  v e rb s .  I n  o th e r  w ords, some p a i r s  o f v e rb s  w i l l  p a ra p h ra se  
ea ch  o th e r ,  th o u g h  d e p lo y in g  t h e i r  nouns i n  d i f f e r e n t  a rra n g e m e n ts :
10. (a) I  l i k e  good books.
(b) Good books p le a s e  me, ( c f .  Chomsky 1965:162-3 )*
K atz , how ever, ig n o re s  t h i s  im p o rta n t c r i t i c i s m  o f  F i l l m o r e 's ,  and 
in s te a d  p r e s e n t s  a  d i s t o r t i o n  o f  F i l lm o r e 's  p ro p o s a ls  (a  tim e-w o rn , tho u g h  
no t -ho n o u red  p ro c e d u re )  w hich he th e n  dem olishes*  A cco rd ing  to  K atz ,
F illm o re  i s  a t te m p tin g  to  do what he c r i t i c i z e s  Chomsky f o r  f a i l i n g  to  do, 
nam ely, p ro v id e  some way o f  c h a r a c te r i s in g  S u b je c t - o f ,  O b je c t-o f  e t c . ,  and
t h e  sem an tic  r o l e s  a s s o c ia te d  w ith  them . Katz r e g a r d s  t h i s  a t te m p t a s  
p la c in g  an  u n n e c e ssa ry  b u rd en  on th e  s y n ta c t ic  ru le s *  s in c e  " i f  th e  d e f i n i ­
t i o n s  o f  g ram m atica l r e l a t i o n s  a lr e a d y  have th e  f u n c t io n  o f  p ro v id in g  th e  
s y n ta c t i c  in fo r m a t io n  needed f o r  sem an tic  i n te r p r e ta t io n *  th e n  th e r e  i s  no 
re a s o n  t o  b u rd en  them  w ith  th e  f u r t h e r  f u n c t io n  o f  p ro v id in g  th e  b a s i s  f o r  
p r e d i c t i n g  sem a n tic  r o le s "  (1 9 7 2 :1 2 2 ). H is acco u n t o f  F i l lm o r e 's  p ro p o sa ls*  
however* r e v e a ls  deep m isu n d e rs ta n d in g  n o t o n ly  o f  F i l l m o r e 's  i n t e n t i o n s ,  
b u t a ls o  o f  h i s  m ethods. Katz s a y s :  " F i l lm o r e 's  argum ent r e q u i r e s  th e  
p re m iss  t h a t  th e  f u n c t io n  o f  g ram m atica l r e l a t i o n s  i n  Chom sky's acco u n t o f  
grammar i s  to  p ro v id e  th e  f u l l*  fo rm a l b a s i s  f o r  d e te rm in in g  sem an tic  r o le s "  
( i b i d . )\  F i l lm o re  ( l9 6 9 a :3 6 l- 2 )  s a y s :  "My p u rp o se  i n  t h i s  e s sa y  i s  to  
q u e s t io n  th e  d e e p - s t r u c tu r e  v a l i d i t y  o f  th e  n o t io n s  s u b je c t  and o b je c t ,  and 
a ls o  t o  r a i s e  d o u b ts  abou t th e  adequacy  o f  Chom sky's p ro p o s a ls  f o r  fo rm a lly  
r e c o n s t r u c t in g  th e  d i s t i n c t i o n  betw een  g ram m atica l c a te g o r ie s  and g ram m atica l 
f u n c t i o n s " • H is i n t e n t i o n  i s  n o t, th e re fo re *  to  p ro v id e  " th e  b a s i s  f o r  
p r e d i c t i n g  se m a n tic  r o le s "  ( a t  l e a s t  no t i n  th e  t h r e e  c lo s e ly  r e l a t e d  e s sa y s  
1966* 1969a* and 1968)* b u t to  p ro v id e  a more a d e q u a te  B ase . I n  a  more 
r e c e n t  e s s a y , F i llm o re  has t h i s  to  say abou t h i s  t h e o r e t i c a l  p o s i t i o n  i n  
th o s e  e a r l i e r  p a p e rs  ( l9 7 1 a :3 5 ) :
" In  s p i t e  o f  an  o v e r-e x u b e ra n t f i n a l  s e c t i o n  i n  "The c a se  f o r  
case"*  I  th o u g h t o f  my work* no t a s  a p ro p o s a l  to  e l im in a te  deep 
s t r u c t u r e s  a l t o g e th e r ,  b u t a s  an  e f f o r t  to  f in d  a l e v e l  o f  s y n ta c t ic  
s t r u c tu r e  w hich was d e e p e r  th a n  t h a t  o f f e r e d  by th e  th e n  s ta n d a rd  
th e o r y .  My p o s i t i o n  was what would now be c a l l e d  "deep  s t r u c tu r e
i n t e r p r e t i v i s t "; and s in c e  my e f f o r t s  were l a r g e ly  d i r e c te d  to w ard s
th e  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  o f  l e x i c a l  i te m s  and th e  a n a ly s i s  o f  complement 
p a t t e r n s  o f  o r d in a r y  v e rb s  and a d je c t iv e s *  i t  was o f  th e  s o r t  t h a t  
to d a y  would be c a l l e d  " l e x i c a l i s t " ."
An exam ple o f  a  s y n ta c t i c  f a c t  w hich th e  Chomskyan Base can n o t a c co u n t f o r  
i s  g iv e n  i n  F i llm o re  1968 :22 :
11. (a )  John  b roke th e  window.
(b) The hammer b roke th e  window.
/  \(c) ? John  and  a  hammer b roke th e  window.
The u n g ra m m a tic a lity  o f ( l i e )  i s  e x p la in e d  by F i llm o re  a s  c o n tra v e n in g  
t h e  r u le  t h a t  "o n ly  noun p h ra s e s  r e p r e s e n t in g  th e  same ca se  may be c o n jo in e d " . 
How would K atz e x p la in  i t ?
K a tz 's  a c co u n t o f  " c a se  grammar" i s  d isa p p o in tin g *  b ecau se  i t  seems to  
ig n o re  w ider i s s u e s  by c o n f in in g  i t s e l f  to  th e  l im i t e d  q u e s t io n  o f  th e  fu n c ­
t i o n  o f  th e  p h r a s e - s t r u c tu r e  r u l e s .  L et us assume f o r  a  moment t h a t  K atz i s
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r i g h t  i n  b e l i e v in g  t h a t  F illm o re  i s  a t te m p tin g  to  f i n d  a b a s i s  f o r  p r e d i c t i n g  
sem an tic  ro le s ?  and t h a t  t h i s  i s  a  s u p e rf lu o u s  u n d e r ta k in g  i n  a  Chomskyan 
grammar? s in c e  th e y  " a re  r e p r e s e n te d  a t  th e  sem an tic  l e v e l  by [ th e  s e n te n c e ’s] 
r e a d in g "  (1 9 7 2 :1 1 2 ). Even i f  we were t o  a c c e p t  th a t?  F i l lm o r e ’ s e v id en ce  
f o r  th e  in c o n s is te n c y  o f  any g ram m atica l f u n c t io n /c o n s t r u c t io n a l  m eaning 
r e l a t i o n s h i p  sounds th e  d e a th - k n e l l  f o r  th e  f u n c t io n a l ly - d e te r m in e d  p ro ­
j e c t i o n  ru le ?  s in c e  th e  grammar w i l l  need one p r o j e c t i o n  r u l e  f o r  th e  m eaning 
o f  th e  s u b je c t - p r e d i c a te  r e l a t i o n  i n
11. (a) John  b ro k e  th e  window.  ^
a n o th e r  f o r  t h a t  i n :
(b) The hammer b roke  th e  window, 
and p e rh a p s  y e t  a n o th e r  f o r :
(d) The f r o s t  b roke th e  window, 
and th e s e  d i f f e r e n c e s  a re  no t p r e d ic ta b le  e i t h e r  from  th e  g ram m atica l 
r e l a t i o n  o r  from  th e  g ram m atica l c a te g o ry .
I t  i s  q u e s t io n a b le  w h e th er K a tz 's  se m a n tic s  can  i n  f a c t  ac co u n t f o r  
sem an tic  r o l e s  a t  a l l ?  s in c e  th e s e  a re  no t in h e r e n t  sem a n tic  f e a t u r e s  o f  
th e  l e x i c a l  ite m  (and on t h i s  n o t io n  c f .  s e c t io n s  4 *13? 4*22 above,)? b u t 
v a ry  a c c o rd in g  t o  th e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  betw een d i f f e r e n t  p r e d i c a t e s  and t h e i r  
argum ents? and th e  p ro x im ity  o f  d i f f e r e n t  ite m s  i n  th e  c o n te x t .  Compare:
1 2 . (a) The doo r opened 13- (a) The doo r slammed
(h) Jo h n  opened th e  door (b) John  slammed th e  door
(c) The key opened th e  door (c) The key slammed th e  door
(a) John openbd th e  do o r w ith (a) ?John slammed th e  door
th e  key w ith  th e  key
(e) ? ? I t  was an  op en ab le  door (e) ? I t  was a slam m able d oo r
14 • (&) The door c o l la p s e d 15. (a) The door c re a k e d
(t*) John  c o l la p s e d  th e  door (b) ?John c re a k e d  th e  door
(c) The key c o l la p s e d  th e  door (c) ^The key c re a k e d  th e  door
(d) John c o l la p s e d  th e  door (a) ?s John  c re a k e d  th e  doorw ith  th e  key , w ith  th e  key
(e) I t  was a c o l l a p s ib l e  door (e) I t  was a c re a k a b le  door
c la im s (1 9 7 2 :112 -3 ) t h a t  th e  r o le s  o f "ag e n t" and " r e c ip i e n t "  ( a t  l e a s t )
a re  d e f in a b le  i n  te rm s  o f  th e  c o n f ig u r a t io n  o f  c e r t a i n  e le m e n ts  i n  sem an tic  
r e p r e s e n t a t i o n s .  A part from  th e  c lu m sin e ss  o f  t h i s  e x p e d ie n t?  i t  seems 
u n l ik e ly  t h a t  i t  can  c o r r e c t l y  d i s t i n g u i s h  betw een th e  sem an tic  r o l e s  o f  
John  and key i n  th e  above se n te n c es?  s in c e  i n  h i s  sam ple e n t r y  (p . 358) 
th e s e  a re  b o th  ” [NP? S] (C a u se )" . M oreover? w ith  some v erb s?  t h e r e  i s
d i f f i c u l t y  i n  d i f f e r e n t i a t i n g  betw een r o l e s ;
16 , (a) The a e ro p la n e  f le w
(b) The e a g le  f le w
(c) John  f le w  (2 m ean ings)
(d) John f le w  th e  a e ro p la n e
(e) ?John f le w  th e  e a g le
(f.) ??John . f le w  John . ??John f le w  h im s e lf
(g) ?The a e ro p la n e ^  f le w  th e  aeropla-ne£==^The a e ro p la n e  f le w  i t s e l f
L a te r  i n  h i s  1972 work, Katz p ro v id e s  a  f u r t h e r  m o d if ic a t io n  d e s ig n e d  
to  "underm ine F i l lm o r e ’s s t r o n g e s t  s im p l ic i t y  argum ent, f o r  ca se  grammars"
(se e  pp . 357- 360) ,  nam ely t h a t  th e y  en ab le  an  ite m  l i k e  open t o  be e n te r e d  
o n ly  once i n  th e  d i c t io n a r y .  Katz c la im s  t h a t  h i s  system  a llo w s  t h i s  to o .
He r e p la c e s  a  d i c t io n a r y  e n t r y  f o r  an  ite m  such  a s  open , which has one 
re a d in g  f o r  i t s  t r a n s i t i v e ,  and one f o r  i t s  i n t r a n s i t i v e ,  form  by a  s in g le  
am algam ated re a d in g  w hich makes use o f  a  new n o t a t i o n a l  d e v ic e . By t h i s ,  
each  c a te g o r i s e d  v a r i a b le  " s l o t 11 can  c o n ta in  n o t one, b u t two, g ram m atica l 
r e l a t i o n s  (th o u g h  p resum ab ly  no t m ore), l in k e d  by th e  symbol 1 “L 11 • The 
f u n c t io n  o f  t h i s  d e v ic e  a p p e a rs  to  b e , a s  f a r  a s  I  can  t e l l ,  to  a llo w  e i t h e r  
a  s u b je c t  o r  a n 'o b je c t  (and n o te  w e ll ,  a  d e e p - s t r u c tu r e  s u b je c t  o r o b je c t )  
t o  a p p e a r  i n  any p o s i t i o n  where one o f  th e s e  l in k e d  v a r i a b le s  i s  m arked, and 
i f  t h e r e  a re  two (o r  m ore?) such  p o s i t i o n s i
L ocX/s]
x  and X
<> <>
th e n  th e  f i r s t  must be o( and th e  second ^3, p ro v id e d  t h a t  th e s e  g ram m atica l
r e l a t i o n s  a re  i n  f a c t  r e p r e s e n te d .  I f  jk i s  n o t , th e n  th e  f i r s t  sem an tic  
m arker i s  e ra s e d  to g e th e r  w ith  th e  symbol " (C a u s e s )" , (w hich a p p e a rs  i n  th e  
t r a n s i t i v e  re a d in g  f o r  open) . K a tz 1s own words do n o t c l a r i f y  th e  f u n c t io n  
o f  t h i s  d e v ic e  any more th a n  my h a l t in g  and u n c e r t a in  p a ra p h ra se  d o e s ;
[N P ,S lN P ,V P ,P P ,S ] [HP, tf? ,P P ,S T K P ,S ]
" (7 .2 1 2 )  ( ( . . .  X . . . )  (Causes) ( ( . . .  X . . . ) ,
<> <>
[NP, VP,PP,S1NP,S]
(. . .  I  . . .)))
<>
The notation in  (7.212) i s  understood as fo llo w s. The values of a
[ « 1 / S ]
c a te g o r iz e d  v a r i a b le  o f  th e  form  X o c c u r r in g  i n  a r e a d in g  E
<>
can be readings o f constitu en ts that hear e ith er  the relation*^  or
th e  r e l a t i o n  A to  th e  c o n s t i tu e n t  t o  w hich R I s  a s s ig n e d . But i f
1 i « x ^ ]  L / 2 l < * ]
a  r e a d in g  R has  a p a i r  o f  c a te g o r iz e d  v a r i a b le s  X and X ,
[«*] < >  < >
th e n  th e  f i r s t  v a r i a b le  i s  e q u iv a le n t  t o  X and th e  second i s  e q u iv a le n t
t/3 1 , <>
t o  X ( th a t  i s ,  th e  f i r s t  o c c u rre n ce  o f  a  f u n c t io n  ta k e s  p reced en ce  
< >
o v e r  th e  second) j u s t  i n  ca se  t h e r e  i s  b o th  a  c o n s t i tu e n t  t h a t  b e a rs  
t o  th e  c o n s t i tu e n t  to  w hich R i s  a s s ig n e d  and a c o n s t i tu e n t  t h a t  
b e a r s  /3 t o  th e  c o n s t i tu e n t  to  which R i s  a s s ig n e d  and th e  e n t i r e  
sem a n tic  m arker i n  w hich th e  f i r s t  o c c u rs , nam ely
1 ( . . .  X • • • ) '  and th e  symbol '( C a u s e s ) ' ,  i s  e ra s e d  j u s t  i n  
<>
c a se  t h e r e  i s  no c o n s t i tu e n t  t h a t  b e a rs  p  t o  th e  c o n s t i tu e n t  to
w hich R i s  a s s ig n e d ."  '
I t  i s  d i f f i c u l t  t o  im ag ine  what o th e r  use th a n  th e  d i c t io n a r y  s p e c i f i c a t i o n  
o f  a  few  v e rb s  l i k e  open t h i s  c o m p lic a te d  c o n v e n tio n  c o u ld  have (assum ing  
i t  w orks f o r  even  t h a t  p u rp o s e ) . T h is  ad hoc- n e s s ,  w h a tev er th e  o th e r  
m e r i ts  o f  th e  s i t u a t i o n ,  means t h a t  F i l lm o r e 's  p o s i t i o n  i s  f a r  from  b e in g  
underm ined .
T h e ir  dependency upon th e  i l l - d e f i n e d  n o t io n  o f  "g ram m atica l r e l a t i o n " ,  
th e n , i s  c l e a r l y  a  c r u c i a l  w eakness o f  th e  Mk. I - I I I  m odels . Does th e  
Mk. IV model f a r e  any  b e t t e r ?  I  have a lr e a d y  m en tioned  t h a t  th e  m ain 
amendment t h i s  makes i s  to  s w itc h  th e  m ach inery  f o r  r e l a t i n g  sem an tic  
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  t o  g ram m atica l r e l a t i o n s h ip s  from  th e  p r o j e c t i o n  r u l e s  t o  
th e  " c a te g o r iz e d  v a r i a b l e s " .  T h is  o f  co u rse  th e n  o b v ia te s  th e  need f o r  a 
s e p a r a te  p r o j e c t i o n  r u le  f o r  each  d i s t i n c t  g ram m atica l r e l a t i o n ,  and Katz 
i s  a b le  t o  r e p la c e  th e s e  w ith  a  s in g le  r u le  o f s u b s t i t u t i o n  w hich " o p e ra te s  
by s u b s t i t u t i n g  th e  re a d in g  o f  a c o n s t i tu e n t  f o r  a  c a te g o r iz e d  v a r i a b le  i n  
th e  re a d in g  o f  a n o th e r  c o n s t i tu e n t  j u s t  i n  ca se  th e  c o n s t i tu e n t s  b e a r  a  
g ram m atica l r e l a t i o n  to  each  o th e r  and th e  g o v e rn in g  s e l e c t i o n a l  r e s t r i c t i o n  
i s  met" (1 9 7 2 :1 1 4 ). By t h i s  m o d if ie d  m ach inery , K atz b e l i e v e s  t h a t  " th e  
s u b s ta n c e  o f  th o s e  [ e a r l i e r ]  c la im s  . . .  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a d i f f e r e n t  ty p e  o f  
sem an tic  c o m b in a tio n  t h a t  c o rre sp o n d s  to  each  d i f f e r e n t  g ram m atica l r e l a t i o n ,  
had been  in c o r p o r a te d  i n to  [ th e  s u b s t i t u t i o n  r u le ]  i n  c o n n e c tio n  w ith  th e  
a p p a ra tu s  o f  c a te g o r iz e d  v a r ia b le s "  (1 9 7 2 :1 1 5 ). T h is  b e l i e f  i s  u n j u s t i f i e d ,
I  t h in k ,  b ecau se  K atz a p p e a rs  t o  s l i d e  over th e  q u e s t io n  o f  e x a c t ly  how t h i s  
i s  t o  be e f f e c te d .  The r u le  i t s e l f ,  com plex th o u g h  i t  i s ,  m en tions grammat­
i c a l  r e l a t i o n s  o n ly  tw ic e , once i n  a  c o n d i t io n  on th e  p h ra se  m arker u n d e r­
go ing  th e  r u l e  ( th a t  th e  c o n s t i tu e n t s  i n  q u e s t io n  " b e a r  th e  g ram m atica l
r e l a t i o n  HM t o  each  o t h e r ) ; and once i n  th e  s u b s t i t u t i o n  o p e ra t io n ,  where 
"each  o c c u rre n c e  o f  th e  v a r i a b le  c a te g o r iz e d  f o r  H" i s  r e p la c e d  by a  re a d in g  
from  th e  o th e r  c o n s t i tu e n t  whose m eaning i s  b e in g  com bined. But K atz p ro ­
v id e s  no m ethod o f  d i s t i n g u is h in g  betw een  th e  sem an tic  co m b in a tio n  of, say , 
[NP, S] w ith  [VP, PP, S ] , and t h a t  o f  [HP, VP, PP, S] w ith  [VP, PP, S ] . He 
has in c o r p o r a te d  in to  th e  com plex sym bol, t h e r e f o r e ,  th e  s y n ta c t i c  c o n d it io n s  
on p r o j e c t i o n  r u l e s ,  b u t he has made no p r o v is io n  w h a tso ev e r  f o r  th e  d i f f e r ­
e n t o p e ra t io n s  w hich th o s e  c o n d it io n s  fo rm e rly  in tr o d u c e d . I n  t h i s  r e s p e c t ,  
th e n , Mk. IV  h as  l o s t  some o f  th e  power o f th e  p re v io u s  m odels, though  i t  
e n a b le s  th e  s im p l i f i c a t i o n  o f  th e  sem an tic  com ponent, w hich can  now c o n s i s t  
s o le ly  o f  a  d i c t io n a r y .  (The s u b s t i t u t i o n  r u le  i s  a  fo rm a l u n iv e r s a l  o f  
th e  th e o r y ,  and  t h e r e f o r e  does n o t a p p e a r  i n  th e  la n g u a g e - s p e c i f ic  sem an tic  
com ponent). I n  f a c t ,  th e  l o s s  I s  c r u c i a l ,  s in c e  i t  i s  now im p o ss ib le  i n  a 
K a tz ia n  grammar to  a c h ie v e  l a r g e r - c o n s t i t u e n t  m eaning a s  a  f u n c t io n  o f  th e  
co m b in a tio n  o f  b o th  l e x i c a l  r e a d in g s  and c o n s t r u c t io n a l  m eaning: th e  l a t t e r  
c e r t a i n l y  can n o t be s p e c i f i e d  now, even  i f  i t  c o u ld  have been  b e fo r e .
To r e t u r n  t o  o u r sh eep , t h e r e f o r e ,  can  th e  m eanings o f  r e s t r i c t i v e  and ■ 
n o n - r e s t r i c t i v e  r e l a t i v e  c la u s e s  be a d e q u a te ly  s p e c i f i e d  and  d i s t in g u is h e d  
I n  th e  v a r io u s  sem an tic  m odels d e a l t  w ith  above? S e v e ra l  o b s e rv a t io n s  must 
be m ade:
A. No p h ra se -m a rk e r  o c c u r r in g  l a t e r  th a n  DS ( i . e .  in c lu d in g  one o r  more 
t r a n s fo r m a t io n s )  can  be s e m a n t ic a l ly  i n t e r p r e t e d  g iv e n  th e  K a tz -P o s ta l  
"m e a n in g -p re se rv in g "  h y p o th e s i s •
B. T h e re fo re , a t  th e  DS s ta g e ,  th e  o n ly  p o s s ib le  nom inal " m o d if ic a t io n "  
i s  i n  th e  form  " . . .N  ( S ')  . . . "  (and i n  f a c t ,  on th e  p h ra se  s t r u c tu r e  r u l e s  
g iv e n  i n  Chomsky (1 9 6 5 :106 -7 ) and r e p e a te d  i n  K atz (1 9 7 2 :1 0 8 ), th e  o th e r  
ty p e s  o f  m o d if ic a t io n  c i t e d  by th e  l a t t e r ,  v i z .  v e rb -a d v e rb  and  a d j e c t i v e -  
ad v e rb , can n o t d e r iv e  from  S ' ,  b ecause  th e y  a re  not c l a u s a l  b u t p h r a s a l .  
In d e e d , th e  t y p i c a l  a d je c t iv e -a d v e r b  m o d if ic a t io n , t h a t  o f  d eg ree  o r  i n t e n ­
s i t y ,  i s  no t r e p r e s e n ta b le  a t  a l l .  However, t h i s  i s  a  m a t te r  o f  am endable 
d e t a i l ) .
G, Thus t h e  g ram m atica l r e l a t i o n s  we a re  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  a t  t h i s  p o in t  a r e ,  
i n  Chom sky's n o ta t io n ,  [N, NP^] and [S 1, NP^], i . e .  be tw een  th e  noun o f  a 
noun p h ra se  and th e  a t ta c h e d  S ' o f  th e  same noun p h ra s e .  I n  t h i s  a  " l e g i t i ­
mate and t r a d i t i o n a l l y  re c o g n is e d "  g ram m atica l r e l a t i o n s h ip ?  Katz seems to  
th in k  so ( 1966 : 165) ,  b u t nowhere does he a tte m p t t o  j u s t i f y  t h i s  b e l i e f .
Xou w i l l  remember t h a t  Chomsky and K atz d i f f e r  on th e  s u g g e s te d  c r i t e r i o n  
f o r  such  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  (se e  d is c u s s io n  a b o v e ). K a tz 's  p ro p o s a l  i s  q u i te
c i r c u l a r  and can  t h e r e f o r e  be d is r e g a rd e d ;  Chom sky's s u g g e s t io n  i s  t h a t  
" th e r e  a re  s e l e c t i o n a l  r e s t r i c t i o n s  g o v e rn in g  th e  p a i r e d  c a te g o r ie s  " 
(1 9 6 5 :7 3 ) . What s e l e c t i o n a l  r e s t r i c t i o n s ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  o p e ra te  be tw een  
[N, NPjJ and [ S ' ,  NPjJ ? The o n ly  r e s t r i c t i o n  w hich m ust be p r e s e n t  i s  an  
i d e n t i t y  c o n d i t io n  betw een  [N, NPj_] and an  N i n  [ S ' ,  NPjJ ( s u b je c t  t o  c e r t a i n  
c o n d i t io n s :  see  Ross 1967, P o s ta l  1 971 ). However, i d e n t i t y  c o n d it io n s  u s u a l ly  
f u n c t io n  a s  c o n d i t io n s  on a n a ly z a b i l i t y  f o r  t r a n s f o r m a t io n a l  r u l e s ,  o r  e l s e ,  
i n  th e  A sp ec ts  (1965) m odel, where g e n e ra l iz e d  p h ra se -m a rk e rs  have r e p la c e d  
g e n e ra l iz e d  t r a n s f o r m a t io n s ,  p resum ab ly  th e y  f u n c t io n  i n  th e  f i l t e r i n g  p ro ­
c e s s :  i f  th e  c o n d i t io n  i s  n o t m et, th e  a t te n d a n t  t r a n s fo r m a t io n s  do n o t 
o p e ra te ,  and th e  s t r i n g  i s  b lo ck e d  a s  i l l - f o r m e d .  So, by t h i s  D arw in ian  
d e v ic e , o n ly  th e  w e ll- fo rm e d  s t r i n g s  g e t th ro u g h  to  th e  s u r f a c e .  I t  has 
n ev e r b een  s u g g e s te d , how ever, t h a t  such  c o n d it io n s  a re  " s e l e c t i o n a l  r e s t r i c ­
t io n s "  I n  th e  se n se  o f  Chomsky 1965, n o r in d e e d  a re  th e y , s in c e  s e l e c t i o n a l  
r e s t r i c t i o n s  a re  c o n s t r a in t s  on th e  s y n ta c t ic  f e a t u r e s  w hich can  c o -o c c u r  
w ith  some g iv e n  symbol ( u s u a l ly  a complex symbol) (1 9 6 5 :9 5 ) .
I t  sh o u ld  be n o ted , th o u g h , t h a t  Sm ith  (1969:24$) u s e s  th e  te rm  i n  
r e s p e c t  o f  th e  c o n s t r a in t s  o p e ra t in g  betw een  d e te rm in e rs  and Rs/NRs, e .g .  
i n
/  \17. (a) Any book, w hich i s  abou t l i n g u i s t i c s ,  i s  i n t e r e s t i n g .
(b) The book, w hich i s  abou t l i n g u i s t i c s ,  i s  i n t e r e s t i n g ,
b u t th e s e  c o n c e rn  n o t th e  [N, NPj_] -  [ S ',  NPjJ r e l a t i o n ,  b u t  th e  c o m p lic a te d  
r e l a t i o n s h i p  betw een  q u a n t i f i e r s  a n d /o r  d e te rm in e rs  i n  s e n te n c e s  i n  d is c o u r s e .  
These a p p e a r  to  be d e te rm in e d  s e m a n t ic a l ly ,  r a t h e r  th a n  s y n t a c t i c a l l y ,  s in c e  
a lth o u g h  th e  g e n e ra l  r u l e  i s  t h a t  (w ith  c e r t a i n  e x c e p tio n s )  f i r s t  m en tions 
a re  i n d e f i n i t e  and su b seq u en t m en tions d e f i n i t e :
18. (a )  I n  th e  d e p th s  o f  w in te r ,  a  man c o u ld  be se en  t ru d g in g  up a
s te e p  h i l l .  The (o r  t h i s )  man was aged  ab o u t f o h ty ,  and  he
had a s l i g h t  s to o p  . . .  
t h i s  r u l e  can  be o v e r r id d e n  f o r  s t y l i s t i c  re a s o n s  ( i . e .  b ecau se  th e  w r i t e r  
w ish es  t o  say  som eth ing  s l i g h t l y  d i f f e r e n t ) :
(b) I n  th e  d e p th s  o f  w in te r ,  a  man c o u ld  be se e n  t ru d g in g  up a
s te e p  h i l l .  A man aged abou t f o r t y ,  and w ith  a  s l i g h t  s to o p  . . .
G. L ak o ff (1969: p a ss im ) and  McCawley (1970 :167 -8 ) have shown t h a t  many
s e l e c t i o n a l  r e s t r i c t i o n s ,  a t  l e a s t ,  o p e ra te  w ith  sem a n tic  a ssu m p tio n s , such  
a s  b e l i e f s  o r  s i t u a t i o n a l  f a c t o r s ,  and not w ith  s y n ta c t i c  in fo rm a tio n .
I d e n t i t y  c o n d i t io n s ,  how ever, r e q u i r e  sam eness o f  b o th  a sem an tic  and a
fo rm a l k in d , sem an tic  i n  t h a t  i t  i s  th e  same e n t i t y  w hich must be r e f e r r e d  
to  a g a in , and fo rm a l i n  t h a t  th e  r e f e re n c e  must be i n  th e  same te rm s 
(th o u g h  n o t n e c e s s a r i ly  w ith  th e  same q u a n t i f i c a t i o n  o r  o p e r a t o r s ) . S e le c ­
t i o n a l  r e s t r i c t i o n s  demand c la ss-m em b ersh ip  o f  a n  ite m ; i d e n t i t y  c o n d i t io n s  
demand com plete  ty p e - to k e n - e x p re s s io n  s i m i l a r i t y .  Thus th e  s u c c e s s iv e  
s e n te n c e s  i n  a  d i s c o u r s e :
19 . (a )  R ic h a rd  N ixon a d d re s se d  h i s  s u p p o r te r s .  The w inner o f  th e  
1972 P r e s i d e n t i a l  e l e c t i o n  was j u b i l a n t  o v e r  h i s  v ic to r y ,  
co u ld  no t be com bined a s  a NR r e l a t i v e ;  th e  NR r e l a t i v e :
(b) R ic h a rd  N ixon, who was j u b i l a n t  o v e r  h i s  v i c to r y ,  a d d re s s e d  
h i s  s u p p o r te r s ,
can n o t be d e r iv e d  from  th e  e a r l i e r  p a i r  o f  s e n te n c e s ,  s in c e  i t  does no t 
c o n ta in  th e  in fo rm a t io n  t h a t  Nixon was th e  w in n er o f  th e  1972 P r e s i d e n t i a l  
e l e c t i o n ,  no r in d e e d  th e  im p l ic a t io n  (d e r iv e d  from  p a r t i a l  sem an tic  s im i­
l a r i t y  be tw een  w in n er and v i c to r y ) t h a t  t h i s  was th e  v i c to r y  i n  q u e s t io n .  
The s t r u c tu r e  u n d e r ly in g  th e  r e l a t i v e  c la u s e  , i f  i t  were an  in d e p e n d e n t 
s e n te n c e , w ould b e :
(c) R ic h a rd  N ixon was j u b i l a n t  o v e r  h i s  v i c to r y ,
and i n  o rd e r  f o r  th e  r e l a t i v e  t r a n s f o r m a t io n  to  ta k e  p la c e ,  n o t o n ly  t h i s  
fo rm a l i d e n t i t y ,  b u t a ls o  i d e n t i t y  o f  r e f e re n c e  m ust be  g u a ra n te e d . An 
i d e n t i t y  c o n d i t io n ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  i s  a  com plete  ( s a v in g  c e r t a i n  co m b in a tio n s  
o f  q u a n t i f i e r s ,  d e te rm in e rs  e t c . )  s e m a n tic /fo rm a l m atch in g  o f  a  c o n s t i tu e n t  
i n  S w ith  a  c o n s t i tu e n t  i n  S ' i . e .  i n  i n t e r s e n t e n t i a l  c irc u m s ta n c e s  o f  con­
ju n c t io n  o r  s u b o rd in a t io n  (w ith  th e  s o le  e x c e p t io n  o f  r e f l e x i v i z a t i o n ) ; a 
s e l e c t i o n a l  r e s t r i c t i o n ,  on th e  o th e r  hand, I s  a  s t i p u l a t i o n  t h a t  one 
c o n s t i tu e n t  o f  S sh o u ld  c o n ta in  a  c e r t a i n  sem an tic  f e a t u r e  (n o t s y n ta c t i c ,  
a s  Chomsky c la im s ;  and n ev e r t o  th e  b e s t  o f  my know ledge, more th a n  one) 
when c o n n e c te d  g ra m m a tic a lly  w ith  a n o th e r  c o n s t i tu e n t  o f  S, u s u a l ly  a  
p r e d i c a t o r ,  i . e .  i n  i n t r a s e n t e n t i a l  c irc u m s ta n c e s . I  conc lude  from  t h i s ,  
t h e r e f o r e ,  t h a t  th e  SR m ach inery , w hich i s  th e  e x e c u t iv e  a p p a ra tu s  f o r  
K a tz 's  sem an tic  r u l e s ,  can n o t i n  f a c t  hand le  th e  a l l e g e d  t r a d i t i o n a l l y  
r e c o g n is e d  r e l a t i o n  o f  m o d if ic a t io n .  T h is b e in g  so , th e r e  i s  n o th in g  l e f t  
o f  K a tz 's  sem an tic  m ach inery  w hich can  combine th e  m eanings i n  q u e s t io n :  
b o th  p r o j e c t i o n  r u l e s  and th e  l a t e r  s u b s t i t u t i o n  r u le  w hich ta k e s  t h e i r  
p la c e  have b een  shown to  be in a d e q u a te  f o r  t h i s  t a s k .  The o n ly  rem a in in g  
com b in a to ry  sem a n tic  d e v ic e  i s  t h e  s e l e c t i o n a l  r e s t r i c t i o n  e x p re s s e d  i n  th e
re a d in g s  o f  l e x i c a l  i te m s  o r  i n  th e  l a t e r  c a te g o r i s e d  v a r i a b le  r e a d in g s ,  
b een
and t h i s  to o  has/show n  t o  be in c a p a b le  o f  h a n d lin g  m o d if ic a t io n .  We a re
l e f t ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  w ith  a  s i t u a t i o n  i n  w hich se n te n c e  s t r u c tu r e s  can  he 
g e n e ra te d  a s  g e n e r a l i s e d  P -m ark e rs , i n  which l e x i c a l  i n s e r t i o n  can  ta k e  
p la c e ,  b u t i n  w hich no f u r t h e r  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  m eaning i s  p o s s ib le  i f  
th e  P -m arker happens t o  be o f  a  c e r t a i n  ty p e  (and , a rg u a b ly , im p o s s ib le  
w ith  a l l  P -m a rk e rs , i n  b o th  th e  Mk. I l l  and th e  Mk. IV m odels, s in c e  th e  
l a t t e r  a s  we have se e n  h as  l o s t  th e  c a p a c i ty  t o  combine m eanings d i f f e r e n t l y  
a c c o rd in g  to  th e  d i f f e r e n t  s y n ta c t i c  c o n s t r u c t io n s  th e y  o c c u r  in ,  and th e  
fo rm e r p e rh a p s  n ev e r  had t h a t  c a p a c i ty ) .
D. So f a r ,  1 have n o t d i s t in g u is h e d  a g a in  betw een  Rs and NRs, and  a l l  th e  
d i s c u s s io n  i n  G above has c e n tr e d  on th e  q u e s t io n  o f  what g ram m atica l r e l a ­
t i o n s  e x i s t  be tw een  th e  com ponents o f  a  R r e l a t i y e .  Do th e s e  rem arks a ls o  
ex te n d  t o  NRs, however? Many l i n g u i s t s c ( e . g .  Ross 1967, L ak o ff 1968a,
Jaco b s  and Rosenbaum 1968, S c h a c h te r  1972, Ree 1970) s u g g e s t t h a t  NRs d e r iv e  
from  u n d e r ly in g  c o n jo in e d  S s , w h ile  some go so f a r  a s  t o  p ro p o se  t h a t  b o th  
R and NR have a  c o n ju n c t io n  so u rc e  ( P o s ta l  1967, a p p a r e n t ly ;  Thompson 1 9 7 1 ). 
The n a tu re  o f  th e  g ram m atica l r e l a t i o n s h ip  w hich e x i s t s  be tw een  c o n ju n c ts ,
( f o r  w hich no n o d a l fo rm u la  can  p resum ably  be g iv e n , s in c e  s e n t e n t i a l  con­
ju n c ts  do n o t form  nodes d i s t i n g u is h a b le  one from  a n o th e r  on one s in g le  
t r e e ) ,  i s  c o n s id e ra b ly  e a s i e r  t o  a l lu d e  to  th a n  to  d e f in e .  Two c o n d it io n s  
w hich a re  r e q u i r e d  f o r  s a t i s f a c t o r y  c o n ju n c t io n  may be te rm ed  " c o n s t r u c t io n a l  
e q u iv a le n c e "  and " se m a n tic  c o h e re n c e " , th e  fo rm e r p a r t i c u l a r l y  f o r  p h r a s a l  
c o n ju n c t io n  and a ls o  f o r  r e d u c t io n  and gapp ing  i n  s e n t e n t i a l  c o n ju n c t io n  
(se e  Chomsky 1957, G le itm an  1965, Ross 1970, K outsoudas 1971), and th e  
l a t t e r  a s  a p r e c o n d i t io n  on c o n ju n c t io n  g e n e ra l ly  (se e  p a r t i c u l a r l y  R.
L ak o ff 1971b and s e c t io n  5 .3  a b o v e ). (VJe can  ig n o re  th e  q u e s t io n  o f  p h r a s a l  
c o n ju n c t io n  h e re ,  s in c e  any p u ta t iv e  c o n ju n c t io n  so u rc e  f o r  r e l a t i v e  c la u s e s  
w ould in v o lv e  o n ly  th e  s e n t e n t i a l  v a r i e t y ) . I n  a d d i t io n ,  f o r  th o s e  c o n jo in e d  
s e n te n c e s  w hich would l a t e r  undergo  th e  NR t r a n s f o r m a t io n ,  (w hich would p r e ­
sum ably be a  " s t y l i s t i c "  t r a n s f o r m a t io n ) ,  th e r e  would be an  i d e n t i t y  con­
d i t i o n  be tw een  NPs i n  th e  two Ss c o n jo in e d , s im i la r  t o  t h a t  d is c u s s e d  above 
f o r  Rs ta k e n  t o  be embedded. Of th e s e  th r e e  ty p e s  o f  r e l a t i o n s h i p ,  we can  
im m ed ia te ly  d is m is s  th e  i d e n t i t y  c o n d it io n  (se e  d i s c u s s io n  above) and con­
s t r u c t i o n a l  e q u iv a le n c e  ( s in c e  we a re  n o t concerned  w ith  p h r a s a l  c o n ju n c t io n s ,  
no r w ith  g ap p in g , w hich h a n d le s  v e rb  d e le t io n ,  n o r w ith  c o n ju n c t io n  r e d u c t io n ,  
w hich i n v a l i d a t e s  th e  NR t r a n s f o r m a t io n  i f  i t  i s  o rd e re d  b e fo re  i t ,  o r  s im p ly  
does n o t a p p ly  a t  a l l  i f  i t  i s  o rd e re d  a f t e r  i t  (see  s e c t io n s  3 .2 2 3  and  5 -3 ) .  
T h is  l e a v e s  " se m a n tic  co h eren ce"  a s  a  p o s s ib le  c o n d i t io n  m aking use o f  
s e l e c t i o n a l  r e s t r i c t i o n s .  At f i r s t  b lu s h , t h e r e  i s  a  c e r t a i n  amount o f
p l a u s i b i l i t y  i n  t h i s ,  s in c e  sem an tic  coherence  i n  some in s ta n c e s  o f  con­
ju n c t io n  (o r  th e  "common to p ic "  a s  R obin  L ako ff te rm s  i t )  can  re v o lv e  a round  
a s in g le  se m a n tic  f e a t u r e ,  e .g .
20. John  owns a  y a c h t b u t H arry  has  a  l a r g e  m ortgage 
where th e  p r e d ic a te  o f  th e  f i r s t  c o n ju n c t m ight be s a id  t o  c o n ta in  some such  
f e a t u r e s  a s  [+ A dv an tag e], w h ile  t h a t  o f  th e  second  c o n ta in s  i t s  r e v e r s e ,  
and a  s e l e c t i o n a l  r e s t r i c t i o n  c o u ld  c o n c e iv a b ly  be fo rm u la te d  s t i p u l a t i n g  
t h i s  o r  some more g e n e ra l  c o n d it io n ,  e .g .  t h a t  some sem a n tic  f e a tu r e  i n  
c o n ju n c t A sh o u ld  be m atched by i t s  n e g a tio n  i n  c o n ju n c t B, f o r  b u t - c o -  
o r d in a t io n .  T h is  has  a c e r t a i n  s u p e r f i c i a l  a p p e a l, were i t  n o t f o r  R obin  
L a k o f f 's  c o n v in c in g  d e m o n s tra tio n  t h a t  knowledge o f  p r e s u p p o s i t io n s  and 
deduced a ssu m p tio n s  a re  c r u c i a l  f o r  f u l l y  g ram m atica l c o n ju n c t io n  (and c f .  
s e c t i o n  2 .1 5 ) .  Thus i n  (2 0 ), th e  su g g e s te d  sem an tic  f e a t u r e s  a re  i n  f a c t  
p r e s u p p o s i t io n s  ab o u t th e  p r e d i c a t e s  c o n jo in e d , and g iv e n  d i f f e r e n t  c u l t u r a l  
a ssu m p tio n s  th e  se n te n c e  w ould be un g ram m atica l, o r  a t  l e a s t  l e s s  g ram m atica l, 
e .g .  t h a t  b o th  owning a  y a c h t and hav in g  a  m ortgage were u n b e a ra b le  l i a b i l ­
i t i e s  -  i n  w hich ca se  and w ould be a more a p p r o p r ia te  c o n ju n c t io n , and b u t 
h a rd ly  a c c e p ta b le  a t  a l l .  G iven such  argum en ts, th e n , s e l e c t i o n a l  r e s t r i c ­
t i o n s  a p p e a r  t o  be q u i te  u n s u i ta b le  f o r  h a n d lin g  c o n ju n c t io n , and t h e r e f o r e  
one w ould n o t e x p e c t t o  f i n d  them  i n  th e  m ach inery  f o r  s e m a n t ic a l ly  i n t e r ­
p r e t i n g  i t ,  e i t h e r .  One m ight i n  f a c t  s t a t e  such  a ssu m p tio n s  i n  te rm s  o f  
m e a n in g -p o s tu la te s .
I  t h e r e f o r e  con c lu d e  t h a t  sem an tic  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  r e l a t i v e  c la u s e s  
w i th in  th e  A s p e c ts -m odel i s  im p o s s ib le  i n  th e  p r e s e n t  s t a t e  o f  th e  a r t ,  and 
t h a t  t h i s  i s  th e  c a se  w hether r e l a t i v e s  a re  d e r iv e d  from  embedded o r  con­
jo in e d  s o u rc e s .
6 .1 2  "E x ten d ed -S ta n d a rd -T h e o ry "  ap p ro ach es
Many, p o s s ib ly  m ost, m odern l i n g u i s t s  w i l l  p e rh a p s  c o n s id e r  th e  f o r e ­
g o in g  d i s c u s s io n  and , I  b e l i e v e ,  r e f u t a t i o n  o f  th e  se m a n tic  component o f 
K atz t o  be so much w a s te p a p e r , on g rounds u n co n n ec ted  w ith  th e  i n t r i n s i c  
m e r i ts  o f  .my a rg u m en ts . The s ta n d a rd  th e o ry  o f  A sp e c ts , th e y  may f e e l ,  i s  
a  dead l e t t e r  now anyway, e sp o u sed  o n ly  by J e r r o ld  K atz and h i s  s tu d e n t s .
The m ainstream  o f  T ra n s fo rm a tio n a l  L in g u is t ic s  has  fo rk e d , le a v in g  K atz 
b e h in d , up a  l i t t l e  c re e k . W hile I  a g re e  t h a t  K a tz 's  mark IV m odel i s  
p a r t i c u l a r l y  s t e r i l e  and i l l - f o r m e d ,  I  ca n n o t, how ever, a g re e  t h a t  h i s  
sem an tic  component has  a l r e a d y  b een  co n sig n ed  to  th e  rubb ish-dum p o f  l i n g ­
u i s t i c  th e h r y  ( to  change m etaphors y e t  a g a in ) . I  say  t h i s  becau se  th e
r e v i s io n  o f  ST w hich Chomsky and o th e r s  now m a in ta in , th e  s o - c a l le d  "ex te n d e d  
s ta n d a rd  th e o ry "  (EST), a p p e a rs , so f a r  a s  can  be judged  by e x e g e s is ,  to  r e l y  
on th e  p r o j e c t i o n  r u l e s  o f  th e  m arks I-XIX m odels no l e s s  th a n  d id  (o r  does)
(j .
ST. (I  am r e f e r r i n g  to  th e  A sp e c ts -m odel a s  ST, d e s p i t e  th e  f a c t  th a t^ L a k o f f  
1971 p o in ts  o u t c r u c i a l  d i f f e r e n c e s  betw een th em ).
I t  would n o t be a p p ro p r ia te  i n  t h i s  p la c e  to  a rg u e  th e  p ro s  and cons o f  
th e  EST m odel, s in c e  v e ry  l i t t l e  d i s c u s s io n  o f  r e l a t i v i z a t i o n  has a c t u a l l y  
b een  p u b l is h e d  u s in g  t h i s  fram ew ork. There a re  some f e a t u r e s  o f  th e  m odel I  
sh o u ld  l i k e  to  m en tion , how ever, s in c e  th ey  have a b e a r in g  on s u g g e s t io n s  I  
s h a l l  p r e s e n t ly  be m aking. I  s h a l l  a ls o  d is c u s s  th e  one o r  two r e f e r e n c e s  
to  r e l a t i v i z a t i o n  I  have b een  a b le  to  lo c a te  i n  EST l i t e r a t u r e .
The f i r s t ,  and p o s s ib ly  th e  c e n t r a l ,  p o in t  i s  t h a t  EST does away w ith
th e  p r in c i p l e  o f "m e a n in g -p re se rv in g n e ss"  ( c f .  P a r te e  1969) , f i r s t  s t a t e d
t e n t a t i v e l y  i n  K atz and P o s t a l  I 964, e r e c te d  in to  a  t e n e t  o f  ST and , one
m ight say , i n to  an  axiom o f  G e n e ra tiv e  S em an tics  (GS). Ja c k e n d o ff  1972
d is c u s s e s  m e a n in g -p re se rv in g n e ss  u nder th e  l a b e l  o f  " th e  K a tz -P o s ta l
H y p o th es is"  (5 sqq.),  w hich he c h a r a c te r i s e s  a s  h av in g  two fo rm s: th e  weak
c la im  (KP^) and th e  s tro n g  (K P^). KP-jy " th e  form  K atz and P o s t a l  s t a t e  and
c la im  to  p rove" (p . 8) i s :
S em an tic  p r o je c t i o n  r u l e s  o p e ra te  e x c lu s iv e ly  on u n d e r ly in g  p h r a s e -  
m a rk e rs ; hence t r a n s fo r m a t io n s  do n o t change m eaning, (p . 7 ) .
KP^,.. " th e  u n i v e r s a l l y  a c c e p te d  form  o f  th e  h y p o th e s is "  (p . 8) i s :
A l l  sem an tic  in fo rm a t io n  i s  r e p r e s e n te d  i n  u n d e r ly in g  s t r u c tu r e  (p . 7 ) .  
The d i f f e r e n c e ,  a s  J a c k e n d o ff  p o in ts  o u t,  i s  t h a t  p r o je c t i o n  r u le s  th e m se lv e s  
c o u ld  c o n c e iv a b ly  p ro v id e  m eaning under KP^, b u t  n o t un d er KP^- However, i t  
sh o u ld  be p o in te d  o u t t h a t  K atz , i n  a l l  o f  h i s  su b seq u e n t work, does no t 
h im s e lf  p ro p o se  t h a t  p r o j e c t i o n  r u le s  c a r r y  m eaning: f o r  him, th e y  a r e  r u le s  
t h a t  p r o g r e s s iv e ly  combine th e  m eanings o f  c o n s t i tu e n t s  a c c o rd in g  to  th e  
g ram m atica l r e l a t i o n s h i p  w hich h o ld s  betw een  them . B oth  th e  m eanings and 
th e  g ram m atica l r e l a t i o n  a re  p r e s e n t  i n  deep s t r u c t u r e ;  th e  p r o je c t i o n  r u le s  
m ere ly  combine th e  fo rm er i n  acco rd an ce  w ith  th e  l a t t e r .  T h is  rem ain s  th e  
ca se  even  I n  K a tz 's  1972 m odel ( c f .  d i s c u s s io n  a b o v e ), e x c ep t t h a t  th e  p ro -  
j e c t i o n - r u l e  e q u iv a le n t  i s  n o t i t s e l f  c o n s tr a in e d  to  o p e ra te  on some p a r t i ­
c u la r  s y n ta c t i c  c o n s t r u c t io n :  t h a t  c o n d i t io n  i s  now i m p l i c i t  i n  th e  deep 
s t r u c t u r e  c o n f ig u r a t io n s  whose m eanings a re  t o  be com bined. Thus, K a tz 's  
m ost r e c e n t  p r a c t i c e  shows t h a t  he w ish es  t o  p re s e rv e  th e  i n t e g r i t y  o f  h i s  
deep s t r u c tu r e  a lth o u g h  p re p a re d  to  t i n k e r  w ith  th e  ru le -m ech an ism s o f  h i s  
m odel. J a c k e n d o f f 's  p o s i t i o n  i s  e v id e n t ly  th e  r e v e r s e  o f  t h i s :  he a p p a re n tly
w ish e s  t o  r e t a i n  t h e  m echanism s o f  th e  A spec ts  se m a n tic  com ponent, and  i n  
p a r t i c u l a r  th e  p r o j e c t i o n  r u l e s ,  w h ile  a llo w in g  them  to  a p p ly  a t  l a t e r  
s ta g e s  i n  th e  d e r i v a t i o n  th a n  deep s t r u c t u r e .  He j u s t i f i e s  t h i s  w ith  
exam ples t h a t  p u r p o r t  to  show t h a t  th e r e  e x i s t  m eaning d i s t i n c t i o n s  w hich 
depend on d e r iv e d  r a t h e r  th a n  u n d e r ly in g  s t r u c t u r e ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  when a 
q u a n t i f i e r  i s  p r e s e n t .  I t  w ould n o t be r e l e v a n t  to  r e h e a r s e  J a c k e n d o f f s  
a rgum en ts and d a ta  i n  d e t a i l  h e re , s in c e  th e y  m ain ly  c o n cern  n e g a tio n , 
a d v e rb s , p ro n o u n s, m odals and fo c u s , and h i s  rem arks on r e l a t i v i z a t i o n ,  
w hich X w i l l  d i s c u s s  p r e s e n t ly ,  a re  a  s id e - i s s u e  f o r  h i s  m ain l i n e  o f  
r e a s o n in g . Two p o i n t s ,  how ever, a re  a p p o s i te :  f i r s t ,  a t  l e a s t  some o f  
J a c k e n d o f f s  d a ta  i s  o f  d u b io u s v a lu e . I  have a l r e a d y  n o te d  h i s  f a u l t y  
a n a l y s i s .o f  th e  p r e d i c a t e  d rop  (se e  s e c t io n  6 .1 1  a b o v e ), and h i s  c h a p te r  
on n e g a tio n  (1972, Chap. 8) a ls o  c o n ta in s  some q u e s t io n a b le  c o n c lu s io n s .
F o r exam ple, he p ro v id e s  some a l le g e d  c o u n te r-e x a m p le s  t o  th e  m eaning- 
p r e s e r v a t io n  h y p o th e s is  b u t a p p a re n tly  f a i l s  t o  n o t ic e  t h a t  some o f  th e  
s e n te n c e s  a re  am biguous, w hich makes h i s  a c co u n t vacuous a t  t h a t  p o in t .
These a re  th e  w e ll-know n " a r r o w / ta r g e t"  s e n te n c e s , o r i g i n a l l y  d is c u s s e d  by
J a c k e n d o ff  i n  a n  e a r l i e r  p a p e r  ( 1969) .  I  do n o t w ish  t o  go in to  th e  d e t a i l s
o f  h i s  e v id e n c e  and a rg u m e n ta tio n , b u t  m ere ly  t o  q u e s t io n  one c e n t r a l  a s s e r ­
t i o n  o f  h i s ,  nam ely t h a t  th e  p a s s iv e  se n te n c e :
21. (a) The t a r g e t  w a s n 't  h i t  by many o f  t h e  arrow s
does n o t have a r e a d in g  c o rre sp o n d in g  t o :
(b) Many o f  th e  arrow s d i d n ' t  h i t  th e  t a r g e t ,  
b u t  i s  i n  f a c t  synonymous w ith :  ■ '
(c ) Not many o f  th e  a rrow s h i t  th e  t a r g e t .
He p u r p o r ts  t o  show t h i s  by d e m o n s tra tin g  th e  u n g ra m m a tic a lity  o f  (21a) and
( c ) ,  b u t  no t (b ) ,  when b u t-c o n jo in e d  w ith  many o f  them  h i t  i t :
21 . ( a ' )  The t a r g e t  w a s n 't  h i t  by  many o f  th e  a rro w s , b u t many o f  
them  h i t  i t .
(b*) Many o f  th e  a rro w s d i d n ' t  h i t  th e  t a r g e t ,  b u t many o f  them  
h i t  i t .
( c ' )  Not many o f  th e  arrow s h i t  th e  t a r g e t ,  b u t  many o f  them 
h i t  i t .
I t  i s  J a c k e n d o f f s  a s t e r i s k i n g  o f  (2 1 a ')  w hich I  w ould c h a lle n g e . I n  f a c t  
( 2 l a ')  i s  c o n t r a d ic to r y  i n  some c irc u m s ta n c e s , e .g .  w ith  fo c u s  on many, i n  
w hich  c a se  a  form  oi* n e g - a t t r a c t i o n  t a k e s  p la c e  i n  th e  sem an tic  s t r u c t u r e ,  
b lo c k in g  (2 1 a 1) and (2 1 c 1) a s  p o s s ib le  s u r fa c e  fo rm s, s in c e  th e  c o n ju n c t io n
w ould th e n  c o n t r a d ic t  th e  a s s e r t i o n .  S im i la r ly ,  (21aS). i s  c o n t r a d ic to r y  
w ith  f o c a l  s t r e s s  on t a r g e t ,  h i t , and a rro w s . However, how much o f  t h i s  
i s  due t o  d i f f e r e n t  neg -sco p e  a c ro s s  q u a n t i f i e r s  and how much to  th e  f a c t  
t h a t  b u t - c o n ju n c t io n  r e q u i r e s  a  c o n t r a s t  be tw een  t h e  c o n ju n c ts ,  and th e  o n ly  
p o s s ib le  c o n t r a s t  i n  (2 1 a ')  i s  th e  p o l a r i t y  o f  th e  v e rb ?  Thus th e  o n ly  
p o s s ib le  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  ( 2 1 a ') ,  and in d e e d  o f  i t s  f u l l y  p a s s iv i s e d  
c o u n te r p a r t  (2 1 a ’ ’ ) ,  w hich i s  th e  se n te n c e  Ja c k e n d o ff  a c t u a l l y  d is c u s s e s
21. ( a 11) The t a r g e t  w asn’t  h i t  by many o f  th e  a rro w s , b u t i t  was
i s  one w hich say s  t h a t  an  a p p re c ia b le  number o f  a rro w s m issed  th e  t a r g e t ,  
b u t  an  a p p re c ia b le  number a ls o  h i t  i t .  T h is  m ere ly  shows t h a t  a s  a  t e s t  
n e g -sco p e . b u t - c o n ju n c t io n  le a v e s  som eth ing  to  be d e s i r e d .  However, I  
th in k  i t  p e r f e c t l y  a c c e p ta b le  to  i n t e r p r e t  (21a) a s  synonymous w ith  e i t h e r  
(2 lb )  o r  (2 1 c ) , a lth o u g h  i t  sh o u ld  be p o in te d  o u t t o  J a c k e n d o ff  t h a t  (21a) 
i s  n o t th e  r e s u l t  o f  s im p ly  p a s s iv i s in g  (2 lc )  (a s  i t  i s  o f  (2 1 b )) ;  neg-  
r a i s i n g  i s  r e q u i r e d  a s  w e l l .  A s l i g h t l y  (though  n o t much) b e t t e r  t e s t  th a n  
J a c k e n d o f f ’s i s  l e x i c a l ! z a t i o n  (o r  " in c o r p o r a t io n ” , t o  use  G ru b e r 's  (19&5) 
te rm ) .  Thus, NOT-MANX i n  (2 lc )  can  be l e x i c a l i s e d  i n to  few , and  NOT-HIT 
i n  (21b) i n to  m is s , g iv in g :
22. (a) Many o f  th e  arroxfs m issed  th e  t a r g e t .
(b) Few o f  th e  a rro w s h i t  th e  t a r g e t .
I f  we p a s s iv iz e  th e s e ,  we g e t :
22. ( a ' )  The t a r g e t  was by many o f  t h e  a rro w s .
N o tab ly , (2 2 a ’ ) i s  p e r f e c t l y  i n t e r p r e t a b l e  as  th e  p a s s iv e  o f  (22a) and 
t h e r e f o r e  o f  th e  synonymous (2 1 b ),
Of c o u rs e , th e s e  f a c t s  may m ere ly  r e v e a l  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a  d i a l e c t a l  
d i f f e r e n c e  be tw een  Ja c k e n d o ff  and m y se lf . George L ak o ff to u c h e s  on t h i s  
p o s s i b i l i t y  (1 9 7 1 :2 4 4 ), b u t a c c e p ts  J a c k e n d o f f 's  d a ta  f o r  th e  sake o f 
argum en t. He th e n  p ro v id e s  a  d e r iv a t io n a l  c o n s t r a in t  w hich n e a t ly  a c c o u n ts  
f o r  th e s e  f a c t s  a s  w e ll  a s  o th e r s  e lsew h ere  i n  th e  grammar. T h is  b r in g s  
me t o  th e  second  g e n e ra l  o b s e rv a t io n  I  w anted t o  make a b o u t J a c k e n d o f f 's  
work, and t h i s  c o n c e rn s  t h e  q u e s t io n  o f  f i l t e r s .
As P a u l P o s t a l  d e m o n s tra te s  ( i n  ’’The b e s t  th e o r y ” , i n  P e te r s  1 972 :1 5 7 ), 
’’th e r e  i s  a  body o f  ev id e n c e  o f  d i f f e r e n t  ty p e s  s t r o n g ly  s u g g e s t[ in g ]  t h a t  
a th e o r y  in v o lv in g  b ase  t r e e s  and t r a n s fo r m a t io n s  m ust be supp lem en ted  a t  
l e a s t  by a  component o f  r u l e s  w hich a re  f i l t e r s ’1. P o s t a l  d e f in e s  a  f i l t e r
h i t  by many o f  thmrn.
(b<) ffe w  ") 
j^not manyj" a r ro w s .
a s  a r u le  d e f in e d  o.n a  d e r i v a t i o n a l  sequence (a  sequence  hav in g  a sem an tic  
r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  a s  i t s  i n i t i a l  member and a s u r fa c e  s t r u c tu r e  a s  i t s  f i n a l  
member), "w hich  h a s  th e  f u n c t io n  o f  m arking  a s  u n g ram m atica l o r  i l l - f o r m e d  
seq u en ces  w hich may be p e r f e c t l y  w e ll- fo rm e d  a s  f a r  a s  th e  b a se  r u l e s  and 
t r a n s f o r m a t io n s  a re  co n c e rn e d . Such seq u en ces  a re  m arked a s  i l l - f o r m e d  
j u s t  b ecau se  th e y  f a i l  some s t r u c t u r a l  c o n d i t io n  w hich  d e f in e s  th e  r e l e v a n t  
f i l t e r "  (o p . c i t :13& )♦ I  have a lr e a d y  m en tioned , i n  c o n n e c t io n  w ith  George 
L a k o f f ’s work, th e  te rm  d e r i v a t i o n a l  c o n s t r a i n t . T h is  i s  to  be ta k e n  a s  
p r a c t i c a l l y  synonymous w ith  P o s t a l ’s f i l t e r ,  e x c e p t t h a t  th e  fo rm er ta k e s  
t r a n s f o r m a t io n a l  r u l e s  s im p ly  a s  s p e c i a l  c a s e s  o f  d e r i v a t i o n a l  c o n s t r a in t  
in v o lv in g  s u c c e s s iv e  t r e e s  i n  a  d e r iv a t io n :  th e s e  L ak o ff c a l l s  l o c a l  d e r i ­
v a t i o n a l  c o n s t r a in t s  as..we Jhave se en . The re m a in d e r , in v o lv in g  n o n -su c c e s s iv e  
t r e e s ,  a r e  th e  g lo b a l  d e r i v a t i o n a l  c o n s t r a i n t s , and th e s e  a re  e q u iv a le n t ,  a s  
f a r  a s  I  can  t e l l ,  t o  P o s t a l 's  f i l t e r s .  B oth  o f  them  use  t h i s  l a t t e r  ty p e  
o f  r u le  t o  r e s t r a i n  th e  o v e r-p o w e rfu l  a p p l i c a t i o n  o f  t r a n s f o r m a t io n s ;  t h e i r  
grammar th u s  c o n s i s t s  o f  a  component o f  t r e e - f o r m in g  r u l e s ,  a. component o f  
t r e e -d e fo rm in g  r u l e s ,  and a  component o f  t r e e - p r o h i b i t i n g  r u l e s .  The r u l e s  
o f  th e  f i r s t  two com ponents' a re  u n o rd e re d , u n r e s t r i c t e d ,  u n iv e r s a l ,  and 
much to o  p o w e rfu l. T h e re fo re , th e  t h i r d  component i s  r e q u i r e d  f o r ,  one 
su p p o ses , two o b je c t iv e s :
(a )  t o  c h a r a c te r i z e ,  w ith  t h e  t r a n s f o r m a t io n a l  r u l e s ,  th e  d i f f e r e n c e s  
b e tw een  la n g u a g e s , and , a t  a  low er l e v e l  i n  th e  d e r i v a t i o n  u s u a l ly ,  
be tw een  d i a l e c t s ;
(b) to  c a p tu re  th e  c o n d i t io n s  u nder w hich r u le - p r o c e s s e s  and tjqpes 
o f  r u le  o p e r a te ,  and th e  g e n e r a l i z a t io n s  w hich c a n  be made ab o u t them ; 
a t  a  lo w e r l e v e l ,  p e rh a p s , t o  t i d y  up lo o se  ends a c ro s s  a  number o f  
r u l e s .
P e rh ap s  th e  c l e a r e s t  s ta te m e n t  o f  (a) i s  i n  P o s t a l  (o p . c i t :157) who n o te s  
th e  n e c e s s a r i ly  ad hoc n a tu re  o f  f i l t e r s  and t h e i r  l a n g u a g e - / d i a l e c t -  
p a r t i c u l a r  a p p l i c a t i o n .  G. L ak o ff (i b i d . ) seems to  r e g a r d  them a s  more 
la n g u a g e -u n iv e r s a l ,  and t a l k s  (p . 260) abou t " th e  norm" and " b a s ic  con­
s t r a i n t s ’1 from  w hich p a r t i c u l a r  d i a l e c t s  may v a ry . P o s t a l ’ s a c c o u n t, how ever, 
seems to  me t o  be more n a tu r a l  and r e v e a l in g  a t  t h i s  p o i n t .
I  now want t o  r e l a t e  t h i s  d i s c u s s io n  o f  f i l t e r i n g  r u l e s  t o  J a c k e n d o f f 's  
EST m odel, L ak o ff (o p . c i t :265) a sk s  th e  q u e s t io n :  " A re ' J a c k e n d o f f1s i n t e r ­
p r e t a t i o n  r u l e s  s im p ly  r o t a t i o n a l  v a r i a n t s  o f  d e r i v a t i o n a l  c o n s t r a in t s ? " ,  
and c o n c lu d e s  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  n o t r e a l l y  enough in fo r m a t io n  p ro v id e d  by 
J a c k e n d o ff  t o  d e c id e  th e  answ er t o  t h i s .  A p ie c e  o f  e v id e n c e  w hich c o u ld
be s i g n i f i c a n t  how ever, em erges from  a com parison  o f  J a c k e n d o f f s  sem an tic  
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  r u l e  f o r  p ro n o m in a liz a t io n  and L a n g a c k e r 's  (1969 :167) 
r e s t r i c t i o n  ( i . e .  g lo b a l  d e r i v a t i o n a l  c o n s t r a i n t / f i l t e r )  on p r o n o m in a liz a t io n  
(and one m ight a ls o  in c lu d e  R o s s 's  (1969:192) c o n d i t io n s  on h i s  p ro n o m in a l­
i z a t i o n  r u l e ) :
,2
23- (a )  "NP^ c o re f NP+ p ro
(Ja c k e n d o ff  1972:118)
2 1 u n le s s  NP b o th  p re c e d e s  and commands NP "
(b) "NPa  may p ro n o m in a liz e  NP^ u n le s s  ( l )  NP-^  p re c e d e s  NPa j and
(2) NpP commands NPa "
(L angacker 1969:167)
J a c k e n d o ff , o f  c o u rs e , n o t ic e s  th e  s i m i l a r i t y ;  in d e e d  h i s  r u le  i s  e x p l i c i t l y
b a sed  on L a n g a c k e r 's .  But th e  s i m i l a r i t y  goes f a r t h e r  th a n  th e  form  o f  th e
r u l e :  h i s  i n t e r p r e t i v e  r u l e  i s  p la c e d  a t 'e x a c t l y  t h e  p o in t  i n  th e  grammar 
where t h e  t r a n s f o r m a t io n a l  r u le  f o r  p ro n o m in a liz a t io n  t a k e s  p la c e  (and  t h e r e ­
f o re  a ls o  a t  th e  p o in t  where th e  f i l t e r  w i l l  o p e r a t e ) . The d i f f e r e n c e  
be tw een  th e s e  s ta te m e n ts  may be c h a r a c te r iz e d  a s  f o l lo w s :
23. ( a ' )  G iven: a  f u l l  NP A and a  p ronoun  a ,
T hen: A and a c o r e f e r ,  u n le s s  t h e  c o n d i t io n  a p p l i e s .
( b ! ) G iven: two f u l l  NPs which c o r e f e r ,  A and  A ',
Then: A p ro n o m in a liz e s  A' t o  a , u n le s s  th e  c o n d i t io n  a p p l i e s
The r u l e s  a re  v e ry  c l e a r l y  th e  r e v e r s e  o f  each  o th e r ,  and g iv e n  th e  non­
d i r e c t i o n a l i t y  o f  a  fo rm a l grammar, a re  t h e r e f o r e  n o t a t io n a l  v a r i a n t s ,  ( i n  
f a c t ,  b o th  L angacker and Ja c k e n d o ff  e v e n tu a l ly  d e r iv e  more c o m p lic a te d  r u le s  
t o  d e s c r ib e  th e  phenomena, b u t (23a) and (23b) re m a in  a t  th e  co re  o f  t h e i r  
p r o p o s a l s ) .
As has b e e n  w ell-know n from  f a i r l y  e a r ly  on i n  th e  t r a n s f o r m a t io n a l  e r a ,  
t h e r e  a re  two m ain so u rc e s  o f  e v a lu a t io n  o f  a  grammar, one in v o lv in g  i t s  
d a ta  o r  c o n te n t ,  th e  o iiher th e  m odel u se d :
( i )  C o n te n t- e v a lu a t io n :  T hat grammar which a c c o u n ts  f o r  th e  m ost d a ta  
i s  m ost h ig h ly - v a lu e d . (Terms such a s  'g e n e r a l '  and 'com p reh en siv e
t
b e lo n g  h e r e ) .
( i i )  M o d e 1 -e v a lu a tio n : T hat grammar w hich has  th e  s im p le s t  s t r u c t u r e ,  
c o n s i s t e n t  w ith  ( i ) ,  i s  th e  most h ig h ly - v a lu e d .  (Terms such  a s  
's i m p l e ' ,  'c o n s i s t e n t '  and 'e l e g a n t '  b e lo n g  h e r e ) .
F o r th e  e v a lu a t io n  o f  c u r r e n t  r i v a l  t h e o r i e s  o f  la n g u a g e , c r i t e r i o n  ( i )  seems 
t o  be q u i te  i n d e te r m in a te : b o th  GS and EST a p p e a r  to  s o lv e  some problem s and
t o  f a i l  w ith  o th e rs*  As f o r  c r i t e r i o n  ( i i ) ,  P o s t a l  a t  l e a s t  c o n te n d s  t h a t  
GS (o r  t h a t  v e r s io n  o f  i t  w hich he te rm s  "Homogeneous I I ” ) r e p r e s e n t s  th e  
s im p le s t  c o n c a te n a t io n  o f  g e n e ra l ly - a g r e e d  re q u ire m e n ts , c o m p lic a te d  o n ly  
by th e  a d d i t io n  o f  a  f i l t e r  r u le  com ponent, whose p re se n c e  he d e m o n s tra te s  
t o  be e s s e n t i a l  (o p . c i t . ) by  c r i t e r i o n  ( i ) .
B efo re  I  le a v e  t h i s  g e n e ra l  d i s c u s s io n  o f  c u r r e n t  t h e o r i e s  and examine 
J a c k e n d o f f s  s p e c i f i c  m en tio n s o f  r e l a t i v i z a t i o n ,  I  sh o u ld  j u s t  l i k e  to  
r e d r e s s  some d i s t o r t i o n s  w hich I  have made i n  th e  p re c e d in g  a rg u m en ts . F i r s t ,  
i t  sh o u ld  be made c l e a r  t h a t  th e  work by L angacker and  Ross an  p ro n o m in a li­
z a t io n  w hich X have j u s t  q u o te d  was n o t a t  th e  tim e  i t  was w r i t t e n  a n y th in g  
w hich c o u ld  have b e e n  c a l l e d  'G e n e ra t iv e  S e m a n t ic s '.  B oth  a re  c l e a r l y  work­
in g  w i th in  a n  A sp e c ts  fram ew ork. However, th e  precede-com m and r e s t r i c t i o n  
on p r o n o m in a liz a t io n  has  b een  ta k e n  o v e r q u i te  h a p p ily  i n to  GS; c f . ,  f o r  
exam ple, L ak o ff (o p . c i t . ) ,  who i n  f a c t  u se s  much th e  same c o n d i t io n  i n  a  
g lo b a l  d e r i v a t i o n a l  c o n s t r a in t ,  though  w ith  a  d i f f e r e n t  scope w hich does n o t 
in c lu d e  p ro n o m in a liz a t io n  (238 s q q . ) .  A nother d i s t o r t i o n  i s  t o  r e p r e s e n t  
Ja c k e n d o ff  a s  an  u n re g e n e ra te  s y n t a c t i c i s t / i n t e r p r e t i v i s t ; i n  f a c t ,  i n  h i s  
l a t e s t  p u b l is h e d  work, (1972 ), h i s  sem an tic  component lo o k s  v e ry  l i k e  a  
F i l lm o re a n  c a se  grammar and c o n ta in s  sem an tic  w e ll- fo rm e d n e ss  c o n d it io n s  
( p a r t i c u l a r l y  th e  Them atic H ie ra rc h y  C o n d itio n )  w hich lo o k  v e ry  much l i k e  
u n d e r ly in g  s t r u c tu r e  c o n s t r a in t s  ( i . e .  a p p ly in g  p r e t r a n s f o r m a t i o n a l l y ) . As 
i n  th e  ST, how ever, t h i s  sem a n tic  component i s  n o t autonom ous b u t  e x i s t s  
i n  c o n ju n c t io n  w ith  a  s e p a r a te  b a s e . The e s s e n t i a l  d i f f e r e n c e  be tw een  ST 
and EST a t  t h i s  p o in t  i s ,  I  ta k e  i t ,  th e  r e l a t i v e  power o f  t h e  sem an tic  
com ponent; i n  th e  ST, th e  ^sem antic component i s  d i s t i n c t l y  s u b s id ia r y  to  
th e  b a s e ,  and does l i t t l e  more th a n  p ro v id e  a few e x t r a  sem an tic  m arkers 
and o th e r  sem an tic  In fo rm a tio n . One o f  th e  m ajor a rgum en ts  w hich Katz makes 
f o r  th e  r e l a t i v e  im p o rtan ce  o f  th e  base  a s  opposed to  th e  sem an tic  component 
i s  t h a t  i n  o r d e r  t o  c o r r e c t l y  combine th e  r e a d in g s  o f  two c o n s t i tu e n t s  to  
o b ta in  th e  am algam ated r e a d in g  o f  th e  node w hich d o m in a te s  them , we have to  
know w hich g ram m atic a l r e l a t i o n  h o ld s  be tw een  th o s e  c o n s t i t u e n t s .  T h is  
in fo rm a t io n  i s  p ro v id e d  i n  th e  base  i n  ST, b u t  J a c k e n d o ff  l o c a t e s  i t ,  a s  
" f u n c t io n a l  s t r u c tu r e "  e x p re s s e d  i n  te rm s  o f  c a s e s ,  i n  th e  s e m a n tic s . T h is  
i s  an  im p o r ta n t  s te p  to w ard s  a n  autonom ous sem an tic  p o s i t i o n .
The se m a n tic s  o f  r e l a t i v e  c la u s e s  has no t f ig u r e d  p ro m in e n tly  i n  
J a c k e n d o f f 's  work, n o r , In d ee d  i n  any o f  th e  i n t e r p r e t i v i s t  s tu d i e s  t h a t  I  
have se en , w h e th er S ta n d a rd  o r  E x ten d ed . The most a p p o s i te  r e f e r e n c e s  a re
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Ja c k e n d o ff  (1968 :16  s q q .)  and (1 9 7 2 :5 9 -6 2 ). The f i r s t  o f  th e s e  r e f e r e n c e s  
r e l a t e s  g e n e r ic  r e s t r i c t i v e  r e l a t i v e  c la u s e s  to  c o n d i t io n a l  c la u s e s ,  w h ile  
th e  second r e l a t e s  some a d je c t iv e s  to  a d v e rb s  and o th e r s  t o  r e l a t i v e  c la u s e s .  
What i s  u n d er d i s c u s s io n  h e re ,  th o u g h , i s  th e  n a tu re  o f  th e  p o s i t e d  r e l a t i o n ­
s h ip .  I n  a l l  th e  c a s e s  j u s t  m en tioned  Ja c k e n d o ff  a t te m p ts  t o  c a p tu re  th e  
r e l a t i o n s h i p  n o t i n  te rm s  o f  d e r iv in g  one th in g  from  th e  o h h e r, a s  i s  t r a d ­
i t i o n a l  I n  TG, b u t by v iew in g  th e  ite m s  a s  s t r u c t u r a l  p a r a l l e l s ,  o r  a s  
p a r t i c u l a r i z a t i o n s  o f  th e  same a b s t r a c t  s t r u c t u r e .  T h is  a b s t r a c t  s t r u c tu r e  
i s  t h e n  t o  be  i n t e r p r e t e d  by a  r u le  11 i n  g e n e ra l  form  l i k e  th e  p r o j e c t i o n  r u le  
o f  m o d if ic a t io n  p ro p o sed  by K atz f o r  a d j e c t i v e s ” (1 9 6 8 :1 7 ) . ”To g e t  a  r e a d ­
in g  f o r  a  b a s e - g e n e ra te d  a d je c t iv e -n o u n  co m b in a tio n , we w i l l  need  a  p r o je c t i o n  
r u l e  o f  a t t r i b u t i o n ,  more o r  l e s s  l i k e  th e  one K atz and Podor (1963) d is c u s s  
f o r  t h i s  c o n s t r u c t io n ” ( l9 7 2 :6 l )  . . .  " th e  p r o j e c t i o n  r u l e  f o r  r e l a t i v e  c la u s e s  
m ust i n  f a c t  be th e  same r u l e  o f  a t t r i b u t i o n  . . .  t h e  o n ly  d i f f e r e n c e  betw een  
th e  two p r o j e c t i o n  r u le s  i s  some s o r t  o f  fo rm a l o p e ra to r"  (o p . c i t : 62 )
As we saw i n  an  e a r l i e r  s e c t io n ,  th e  p a r t i c u l a r  p r o j e c t i o n  r u l e  t o  w hich 
J a c k e n d o ff  a l lu d e s  can n o t w ork, s in c e  t h e r e  i s  no p r in c i p le d  way p ro v id e d  i n  
K a tz 's  grammar to  d i s t i n g u i s h  betw een  th o s e  s t r u c t u r e s  t o  w hich th e  p r o je c t i o n  
r u l e  a p p l i e s  and th o s e  w hich i t  does n o t a f f e c t  a t  a l l .  My argum en ts a g a in s t  
K a tz ia n  p r o j e c t i o n  r u le s  were b a se d  on two o b je c t io n s :
( i )  I n  g e n e ra l ,  th e  r u l e s  depend on th e  n o t io n  o f  "g ra m m a tic a l r e l a t i o n "  
be tw een  th e  e le m en ts  whose m eanings a re  to  be com bined. T h is  I  
showed to  be a n  u n c a p tu ra b le  n o t io n  i n  ST, and  e s p e c i a l l y  d i f f i c u l t  
f o r  th e ’ r e l a t i o n s h i p  betw een  a r e l a t i v e  c la u s e  and i t s  a n te c e d e n t ,
( i i )  I n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  K a tz 's  exam ples were rem a rk a b ly  i l l - c h o s e n ,  s in c e  
he s e t  h im s e lf  th e  t a s k  o f  s p e c i f y in g  th e  d e e p - s t r u c tu r e  i n t e r ­
p r e t a t i o n  o f  an  ite m  w hich, by h i s  own grammar, c o u ld  n o t e x i s t  
i n  d e e p - s t r u c tu r e .
Thus, K a tz 's  a c co u n t was shown t o  have come to  g r i e f  on th e  q u e s t io n  o f  
d e c id in g  t h a t  two ite m s  a re  "g ra m m a tic a lly  r e l a t e d "  even  b e fo re  th e  p r o j e c t i o n  
r u l e  can  b e g in  t o  a p p ly . We found  t h a t  th e  " le g i t im a te  and t r a d i t i o n a l l y -  
re c o g n is e d "  g ram m atica l r e l a t i o n s  "S u b je c t-V erb "  and "V erb -O b jec t"  c o u ld  no t 
e a s i l y  be s p e c i f ie d ,  and t h a t  th e  a l l e g e d  " le g i t im a te  and t r a d i t i o n a l l y -  
re c o g n is e d "  g ram m atica l r e l a t i o n  o f  " m o d if ic a t io n "  was n o t even  back ed -u p  
w ith  s u g g e s t io n s  f o r  s p e c i f i c a t i o n .  I t  may be o b je c te d  t h a t  such  s p e c i f i ­
c a t i o n  i s  p ro v id e d  i n  th e  c a te g o r ia l,c o m p o n e n t o f  th e  b a s e , b u t  t h i s  i s  no t 
i n  f a c t  so : what th e  c a t e g o r i a l  r u le s  g e n e ra te  i s  a  s e t  o f  t r e e s  whose nodes
a re  l a b e l l e d  w ith  u n in te r p r e te d  c a te g o ry  sym bols. A r e l a t i o n s h i p  betw een  
any p a i r  o f  th e s e  sym bols can  be s t i p u l a t e d  sim p ly  by t r a c i n g  th e  s h o r t e s t  
ro u te  b e tw een  them  i n  te rm s  o f  th e  in te r v e n in g  and d o m in a tin g  nodes. The 
t r i c k ,  th e n , i s  n o t m ere ly  t o  f in d  a way o f  e x p re s s in g  g ram m atica l r e l a t i o n s  
u s in g  o n ly  c a te g o ry -sy m b o ls  i n  noda l c o n f ig u r a t io n s :  t h a t  i s  a  s im p le  
m a t te r ;  i t  i s  to  f in d  a  means o f  s p e c ify in g  a l l  and o n ly  th e  im p o r ta n t  
g ram m atica l r e l a t i o n s ,  and t h i s  can n o t be done th ro u g h  th e  c a t e g o r i a l  com­
p o n e n t.
L et us now, t h e r e f o r e ,  t e s t  th e s e  o b je c t io n s  t o  K a tz ia n  p r o j e c t i o n  r u l e s  
on J a c k e n d o f f 's  m odel. S in c e  J a c k e n d o ff  does n o t r e s t r i c t  h i s  sem an tic  r u le s  
t o  deep s t r u c t u r e s ,  c l e a r l y  p o in t  ( i i )  above does n o t a p p ly . As we have
a lr e a d y  se en , he e :x p l i c i t l y  l i n k s  to g e th e r  th e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  a d je c t iv e s
w ith  t h a t  o f  r e l a t i v e  c la u s e s ,  n o t th ro u g h  any common d e r i v a t i o n a l  so u rc e , 
b u t th ro u g h  h a v in g  th e  same, o r  a  v e ry  s im i la r ,  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  r u l e  a p p ly .
The c o n te n t  o f  t h i s  r u l e  i s  "more o r  l e s s "  th e  same a s  K a tz 's  m o d if ic a t io n
r u l e ,  and  in d e e d  J a c k e n d o ff  p a ra p h ra se s  i t  i n  h i s  own te rm s :
"T h is  r u le  e s s e n t i a l l y  t a k e s  th e  u n io n  o f  th e  sem a n tic  m arkers o f
th e  a d je c t iv e  and th e  noun to  p roduce a r e a d in g  f o r  th e  N." ( l9 7 2 :6 l)<
T h is  i s  th e  S t r u c t u r a l  Change o f  th e  r u l e ;  th e  S t r u c t u r a l  D e s c r ip t io n  in c lu d e s  
th e  s t i p u l a t i o n  t h a t  one te rm  i s  th e  head  and th e  o th e r  t h e  m o d if ie r  and t h a t  
th e y  a re  b o th  dom inated  by th e  same node. "Head" and  " m o d if ie r" ,  l i k e  
" m o d if ic a t io n " ,  a re  n o t te rm s d e f in e d  in ,  nor d e f in a b le  by, th e  c a t e g o r i a l  
component I n  ST. I s  th e  s i t u a t i o n  d i f f e r e n t  i n  EST? E s s e n t i a l l y ,  t h e  answ er 
t o  t h i s  I s  "n o ", I  t h in k .  Thus, d e s p i te  th e  f a c t  t h a t  one group o f  a d je c t iv e s  
i s  s c h e m a tic a l ly  r e l a t e d  t o  a d v e rb s , w h ile  a n o th e r  group has a f f i n i t i e s  w ith  
red u c e d  r e l a t i v e  c la u s e s ,  some way s t i l l  has to  be found  o f  d i s t i n g u is h in g  
one ty p e  o f  N (= NP) e lem en t (sa y , r e l a t i v e  c la u s e s )  from  a n o th e r  (sa y , HP 
com plem ents), e i t h e r  i n  th e  c a t e g o r i a l  component o r  i n  th e  f u n c t io n a l  s t r u c tu r e  
r u l e s  i n  th e  sem an tic  com ponent. N e ith e r  a p p e a rs  a d e q u a te  t o  th e  t a s k ,  I  
do n o t f in d  t h i s  s u r p r i s in g ,  s in c e ,  a s  I  hope has. become c le a r  i n  t h e  p r e ­
ced ing ' s tu d y , what i s  un ique  abou t r e l a t i v e  c la u s e s  I s  n o t t h e i r  c a t e g o r i a l  
a n a ly s i s  n o r t h e i r  f u n c t io n a l  s t r u c tu r e ,  b u t  t h e i r  sem a n tic  r o l e ,  w hich i s  
to  r e s t r i c t  th e  r e f e r e n c e  o f  an  NP, i n  th e  c a se  o f  r e s t r i c t i v e s ,  o r  to  exbend 
in fo rm a t io n  ab o u t an  NP ( in c lu d in g  th e  s p e a k e r 's  a t t i t u d e  to w ard s  i t ) ,  i n  
th e  ca se  o f  n o n - r e s t r i c t i v e s .
I n  summary, i t  must be p o in te d  o u t t h a t  J a c k e n d o ff  n ev e r i n  f a c t  g iv e s  
t h a t  a t t r i b u t i o n  r u le  i n  f u l l ,  so t h a t  i t  i s  a lm o st im p o s s ib le  to  e v a lu a te  
h i s  a c co u n t o f  a d je c t iv e s  and r e l a t i v e  c la u s e s .  I n  f a i r n e s s  to  him, however,
i t  m ust be a d m itte d  t h a t  t h i s  t o p ic  i s  c l e a r l y  n o t of. c e n t r a l  I n t e r e s t  to  
J a c k e n d o ff , and o n ly  a r i s e s  a t  a l l  i n  c o n n e c tio n  w ith  a d v e rb  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  
I  have , how ever, d is c u s s e d  some o f  th e  more s p e c i f i c  p o in ts  ab o u t r e l a t i v i z ­
a t i o n  w hich he r a i s e s  i n  v a r io u s  p la c e s ,  a t  th e  a p p r o p r ia te  p o in ts  i n  my 
p re c e d in g  argum en t.
6 .2  D is c o u r s e - s tu d y : a  b r i e f  rev ie w
S in c e  my p rim a ry  pu rp o se  i s  e x p la n a to ry  r a t h e r  th a n  h i s t o r i c a l ,  I  w i l l  
c o n f in e  m y se lf  t o  r e p r e s e n ta t i v e  sam ples o f  th e  m ajo r ap p ro a c h e s  to  th e  
s tu d y  o f  d i s c o u r s e .  The f i e l d  o f  d is c o u rs e  i s  a w e l l - ,  th o u g h  no t d e e p ly - , 
p lo u g h ed  one i n  E uropean  l i n g u i s t i c s ,  n o ta b ly  i n  th e  P o s t-S a u s s u re a n  sc h o o ls  
o f  P rague and Copenhagen. A m erican S t r u c t u r a l i s t s ,  a g a in  p ro b a b ly  due to  
B lo o m f ie ld 's  n e g a tiv e  recom m endation, te n d e d  to  c o n fin e  t h e i r  a t t e n t i o n s  to  
th e  s e n te n c e :
"each  se n te n c e  i s  an  in d ep en d en t l i n g u i s t i c  fo rm , n o t in c lu d e d  by 
v i r t u e  o f  any g ram m atica l c o n s t r u c t io n  i n  any l a r g e r  l i n g u i s t i c  
form "
(B lo o m fie ld  1933:170)
As w ith  th e  t r e a tm e n t  o f  m eaning, t h i s  a t t i t u d e  t o  d is c o u r s e  has p e r s i s t e d  
i n to  th e  work o f  Chomsky, w hich i s  somewhat i r o n i c a l  I n  view  o f  th e  f a c t  
t h a t  th e  t r a n s f o r m a t io n  i t s e l f  was d eve loped  by Chom sky's s u p e rv is o r ,  Z e l l i g  
H a r r i s ,  a s  a  p ro c e d u ra l  t o o l  f o r  th e  a n a ly s i s  o f  d i s c o u r s e .  The ST v iew  
o f  th e  autonom ous S i s  summed up by K atz and F odor:
"Grammars se ek  to  d e s c r ib e  th e  s t r u c tu r e  o f  a  s e n te n c e  IN ISOLATION 
FROM ITS POSSIBLE SETTINGS IN LINGUISTIC DISCOURSE (WRITTEN OR 
. VERBAL) OR IN NON-LINGUISTIC CONTEXTS (SOCIAL OR PHYSICAL)"
(1963:173$ th e  em phasis i s  t h e i r s ) .
Roman Jakobson , on th e  o th e r  hand, e x p re s s in g  i n  t h i s  in s ta n c e  th e  o ld e r
P rague S ch o o l t r a d i t i o n ,  sa y s  (1 9 6 0 :3 5 2 ):
" . . .  when th e  se n te n c e  i s  view ed by some l i n g u i s t s  a s  th e  h ig h e s t  
a n a ly z a b le  c o n s t r u c t io n  o r  when th e  scope o f  l i n g u i s t i c s  i s  con­
f in e d  t o  grammar a lo n e  o r  u n iq u e ly  to  nonsem an tic  q u e s t io n s  o f  
e x t e r n a l  form  . . .  th e  f i e l d  o f  l i n g u i s t i c s  a p p e a rs  t o  be i l l i c i t l y  
r e s t r i c t e d " .
A younger g e n e ra t io n  o f  g e n e ra tiv e , gram m arians a p p e a r  t o  con cu r w ith  t h i s  
c r i t i c i s m  o f  Ja k o b so n 1 s ( e .g .  G. L ak o ff 1973, S a n d e rs  1969, K a r ttu n e n  1971, 
D e l i s l e  1973? M uraki 1972), b u t  a g a in  th e  most s u c c e s s f u l  work, w i th in  a 
g e n e ra t iv e  fram ew ork, i s  E uropean  ( e s p e c ia l ly  Van D ijk  1972, 1 9 7 3 ). How­
e v e r , o u ts id e  g e n e ra t iv e  grammar, a  c o n s id e ra b le  amount o f  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  
a t  th e  l e v e l  o f  d is c o u r s e  h as  b e e n  u n d e rta k e n  p a r t i c u l a r l y  by ta g m e m ic is ts ,
and to  a  l e s s e r  e x te n t ,  by s t r a t i f i c a t i o n a l i s t s . I n  t h i s  c o u n try , a s  I  
have m en tioned  e a r l i e r ,  some s tu d y  o f  d is c o u rs e  has  been  c a r r i e d  o u t by 
n e o - F i r th i a n s .
The exem pla I  s h a l l  be d i s c u s s in g ,  w ith  t h e i r  a f f i l i a t i o n s ,  a r e :
(a )  Z e l l i g  H a r r is  (1 9 6 3 ): s t r u c t u r a l .
(b) A. A. R eid  e t  a l .  (1 9 6 8 ): tagm em ie.
(c )  R. Cromack (1968) :  s t r a t i f i c a t i o n a l .
(d) J .  S i n c l a i r  and R. M. C o u lth a rd  (1 9 7 5 ): s y s te m ic .
(e) T. A. van  D ijk  (1972),: g e n e ra t iv e  s e m a n tic .
6 .2 1  Z e l l i g  H a r r i s  1963
H a r r i s '  i n t e r e s t  i n  d is c o u r s e  a n a ly s i s  i s  a  l o g i c a l  e x te n s io n  o f  h i s
i n t e r e s t  i n  a n a ly s i s  a t  th e  o th e r  l e v e l s ,  and p a r t i c u l a r l y  i n  d isc o v e ry  
p ro c e d u re s  f o r  i s o l a t i n g  and id e n t i f y i n g  e le m en ts  a t  ea ch  l e v e l  (w hich he
re g a rd e d  a s  b u i ld in g  up in to  th e  u n i t s  o f  th e  n e x t h ig h e r  l e v e l ) .  By means
o f  a  s e t  o f  m ec h a n ic a l s im p l i f i c a t i o n  r u l e s  ( c a l l e d  " t r a n s f o r m a t io n s " ) ,
H a r r is  f i r s t  re d u c e s  ( " n o rm a liz e s " )  h i s  t e x t  t o  a  l i s t  o f  " o p tim a l s e n te n c e s "  
known a s  " in t e r v a l s "  o r  " p e r io d s " .  By a p p ly in g  e q u iv a le n c e  fo rm u lae  t o  th e s e  
he i s  a b le  t o  o b t a in  a  s e t  o f  c r o s s - s e n t e n t i a l  e q u iv a le n c e s ,  g rouped  in to  
c l a s s e s  f o r  a  p a r t i c u l a r  d i s c o u r s e .  These fo rm u lae  o r  o p e ra t io n s  a r e  o f  
two k in d s :
( i )  The " b a s ic  o p e ra t io n "
(a) Two e le m e n ts  a re  a b s o lu te ly  e q u iv a le n t  ( — ) i f  th e y  " a re "
th e  same morpheme seq u en ce ;
(b) Two e le m e n ts  a re  p r im a r i ly ,  s e c o n d a r i ly  e t c . ,  e q u iv a le n t
(r: 23 = 2 e^ c *  ^ where t h e i r  e n v iro n m en ts  a re  a b s o lu te ly ,  p r im a r i ly
e t c .  e q u iv a le n t .
Thus A(F) r  B(F) s  1 C (? )  
and D(A) -  E (B ).
( i i )  "Ad hoc e q u iv a le n c e s "
(a) G ram m atical p a r a l l e l i s m  ( i f  two c o n s t i t u e n t s  a re  e q u iv a le n t ,  
t h e i r  g ram m atica l p a r t s  a r e ,  t o o ) ;
(b) T e x tu a l  p a r a l l e l i s m  (two c o n s t i tu e n t s  jo in e d  by a c o n ju n c t io n  
a re  e q u iv a le n t ) ;
(c) N o n -re c u rr in g  a d ju n c ts  ( e .g .  m o d if ie r  + head  = head  a lo n e ) ;
(d) A s s e r te d  e q u iv a le n c e  ( " i f  th e  t e x t  in c lu d e s  some t ra n s fo rm  
o f  t h e  s e n te n c e  'a  ig. b ' o r  'a  in c lu d e s  b ' o r  th e  l i k e ,  we can  
i n  many c a s e s  [u n d e r  v a r io u s  r e s t r i c t i o n s ]  s e t  a  = b" (1 9 6 3 :1 0 ) ) .
(e) S em an tic  a ssu m p tio n  o f  e q u iv a le n c e  ( to  be u sed  s p a r in g ly  
and i n  th e  l e a s t  im p o r ta n t  d is c o u rs e  c l a s s e s ) .
The m ost e n t e r t a i n in g  d is c o u r s e  a n a ly se d  by H a r r is  by t h i s  m ethod i s  a  
T h u rb e r f a b l e ,  The Very P ro p e r  G ander; ( f o r  key, see  b e lo w ) :
24.
1 . Not so v e ry  lo n g  agoE I th e r e  was l!G a v e ry  f in e  g a n d e r.
G gj s=W =W G s
2 . He II was s t r o n g  [and  smooth] [and  b e a u t i f u l ]  [an d  he il
■y 1PN T
sp e n t m ost o f  h i s  tim e  s in g in g  | to  h i s  w ife  and c h i ld r e n ]  .
3 . One^dayD I somebody S [whoS || saw II DhimS I s t r u t t i n g  I EN up
= W „ = u i| 0 w S
and down i n  h i s  y a rd  and s in g in g ]  || rem arked , II "T here  i s
I  G
a  v e ry  p ro p e r  g a n d e r ."
' §  H  s f  1 = u  n o  GW u '  i p n4 . An o ld  hen  11 o v e rh e a rd  11 t h i s  [and  t o l d  I h e r  husband
j j q HU G W 1 pM V"
II ab o u t i t  I t h a t  n ig h t  i n  th e  r o o s t ] .
|S = H S |(S = n , 0 -  GW q 11 h  s . . S u '
5 . ,nThey [ ’ s a id  I som eth ing  ab o u t p ro p ag an d a" , || she | |s a id .
^ "1  S | have a lw ays s u s p e c te d !0 t L t " ,  0,1 5 l ,S6 . 1 " I w  1^ 'h a t" , w | | s a i d j | °  th e  r o o s t e r
H Sl l  U[and  he ||w e n t  around  th e  b a rn y a rd  n e x t day t e l l i n g  e v e ry -
|10 G S|  = w
body II t h a t  t h e  v e ry  f i n e  gan d er I was a  dan g ero u s b i r d ,
= W
[more th a n  l i k e l y  a  hawk i n  g a n d e r 's  c l o t h i n g ] ] .
Y  . H SIS'  u  | i 0 I7 .  A s m a ll  brown hen  11 remembered [| a  tim e  when a t  a  g r e a t
PNI E S I ^  E 10 0 S 1d is ta n c e  | she | had se e n  I th e  gan d er ; t a l k i n g  to  some
hawks i n  th e  f o r e s t .
U
s a id .h  G s i  h  w o n H s 11‘"They | were up t'o  no good", || she ||
9 . A duck || rem embered || t h a t  th e  gander Jhad once t o l d  
him t h a t  he d id  n o t b e l ie v e  i n  a n y th in g .
G SI .  , = «  , „  ,  „ Oil D10 . "He | s a id  t o  h e l l  w ith  th e  f l a g ,  to o " ,  | s a id
H
th e  duck.
I f .  H  S jl J o  . ?! S i .  . I f  U |o11 . A g u in e a  hen  | |  r e c a l l e d t h a t  she had once se e n  some-
¥  G S! = Wbody who lo o k ed  v e ry  much l i k e  th e  gander j th ro w  som eth ing
t h a t  lo o k ed  a g r e a t  d e a l  l ik e  a  bomb.
D1 E S11 ~12 . F i n a l l y  | ev eryone  || sn a tc h e d  up s t i c k s  and  s to n e s  [and
= 1  | 0 = G








The t e x t  i s  h e re  a n n o ta te d  by H a r r i s .  Greek l e t t e r s  s ta n d  f o r  h i s  d is c o u r s e  
o p e ra t io n s  t oL -  nsame r e l a t i o n  to  same en v iro n m en t11, = 11 same p o s i t i o n  i n  
same c o n s t i t u e n t 11, Y  = '’i r r e l e v a n t  m o d if ic a t io n 11, §  -  ’'s e m a n tic  a ssu m p tio n 11. 
ITor oi and ^3 , t h i s  t e x t  r e q u i r e s  no more th a n  p r im a ry  e q u iv a le n c e  (marked 
w ith  a d o u b le - b a r ) . In d e e d , th e s e  o p e ra t io n s  (w ith  th e  e x c e p tio n  o f  S ) a re  
a p p lie d  o n ly  a s  th e  t e x t  demands, n o t,  we a r e  f i r m ly  t o l d ,  a t  t h e  d i s c r e t i o n  
o f  th e  a n a ly s t .  The Roman c a p i t a l s  in d ic a te  ( i )  g ram m atica l r e l a t i o n s  (o n ly  
S ( u b je c t )  and O ( b je c t ) ,  w ith  th e  v e rb  unmarked, and d e f in e d  by S and  0 , D 
( a d v e r b ia l  p h ra s e )  and PN ( p r e p o s i t io n  p lu s  noun p h r a s e ) ) ,  and ( i i )  e q u iv ­
a le n c e  c l a s s e s .  Thus, S I  c o n s i s t s  o f  an  i r r e l e v a n t  m o d if ie r ,  a  p r e d ic a te  W 
and a  s u b je c t  group G. I n  S2, he r e f e r s  to ,  and th e r e f o r e  i s ,  G, and th e  
th r e e  p r e d ic a te  a d je c t iv e s  a re  t h e r e f o r e  p r im a r i ly  e q u iv a le n t  to ' W. S3 
in tro*duces new d ra m a tis  p e rs o n a e : somebody, m arked H, and i t s  p r e d ic a te  (o r  
r a t h e r  t h a t  o f  i t s  r e l a t i v e  c la u s e ,  saw) U. By t h i s  m eans, H a r r is  a n a ly s e s  
th e  vxhole t e x t  i n to  two c la s s e s  o f  s u b je c t ,  G and H, and th r e e  of. p r e d ic a te  
W, U, Y. He th e n  s e t s  up a  "doub le  a r r a y 11, a  d i s p la y  o f  th e  t e x t u a l  p e r io d s  
r e - o r d e r e d  f o r  p u rp o se s  o f  comparison*.
'’Then each  colum n i s  an  e q u iv a le n c e  c l a s s ,  e a ch  row shows th e  com­
p o s i t i o n  o f  e q u iv a le n c e  c la s s e s  in to  a  p e r io d ,  and th e  sequence o f  
a l l  rows i s  th e  t ra n s fo rm e d  d is c o u r s e  i t s e l f  . . .  I n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  
ab o u t how th e  a s s e r t i o n s  o f  th e  d is c o u rs e  a re  r e l a t e d  to  each  o th e r ,  
o r  ab o u t th e  s e p a r a b i l i t y  o f  a  d is c o u rs e  in to  s e c t io n s  which r e l a t e  
t o  each  o th e r  may be made11. (1 9 6 3 :17, 19)
T hree p o in t s  sh o u ld  be made: f i r s t .  H a r r i s 's  m ethod i s ,  o f  c o u rs e , fu n d a ­
m e n ta lly  d ep en d en t upon co .-occu rrence  o f  ite m s  g rouped  i n  e q u iv a le n c e  c la s s e  
However, s in c e  th e  c o n s t r a in t s  upbn c la ss-m em b ersh ip  a re  a lm o st e x c lu s iv e ly  
fo rm a l, (se m a n tic  c o n s id e r a t io n s ,  i t  w i l l  be rem em bered, were to  be u sed
He ^ | |  was s t r u t t i n g  i n  h i s ^ f r o n t  y a rd , [ s in g in g  to  h i s
sflc h i ld r e n  and h i s  w if e i .0 I ? Si 0"T here I he I i s 11 J
* VI = G
"H aw k-lover J11 
= W -  G 
" U n b e lie v e r !11
= W G 
U P la g -b a te r ! "
= W G 
"B om b-throw er!"
= H S l l  Ueverybody II c r i e d .
Dl H cU  Y I \ 0 = ^ l o ^ l  PN
So | th e y  11 s e t  up o n il him [and d rove I him j o u t o f
t h e  c o u n t r y ] .
e x tre m e ly  s p a r in g ly ,  and i n  v e ry  u n c le a r  c ir c u m s ta n c e s ) ,  and s in c e  t h e r e  i s  
no fo rm a l l i m i t a t i o n  p la c e d  upon e q u iv a le n c e , i t  f o llo w s  t h a t  a l l  o f  t h e  
e le m en ts  i n  a  d is c o u r s e  may be a n a ly s e d  i n to  a  s in g le  e q u iv a le n c e  c l a s s .
Thus, i f  Z X and AZ and BY o c c u r, th e n  A ^  B. I f  AB a l s o  o c c u rs , th e n  
2 B, and a l l  th e  seq u en ces  become members o f  one c l a s s :  Y = Z -  A -  B.
To be f a i r ,  H a r r i s  p o in ts  t h i s  o u t a s , i n  h i s  v iew , a  rem ote p o s s i b i l i t y .
But a l l  t h a t  w ould be r e q u i r e d  i s  t h a t  a  s u b je c t  o f  c l a s s  H c o -o c c u r re d  w ith  
a  p r e d ic a te  o f  c l a s s  W, w hich  does i n  f a c t  happen : t o l d  i n  S4 c o -o c c u rs  w ith  
hen (H) and i s  m arked U; b u t  i t  a ls o  o c c u rs  w ith  g an d e r (G) i n  S9, and  i s  
th e r e  m arked = W. S im i la r ly  i n  S10, s a id  o c c u rs  w ith  b o th  G and H. T h is  
v i t i a t e s  th e  whole m ethod.
S econd . H a r r i s 's  s p a r in g  u se  o f  sem an tic  a ssu m p tio n  (d is c o u rs e  o p e r a t io n  
S ) i s  &o u n d e fin e d  and in d e te rm in a te  t h a t  th e  r e a d e r  i s  a t  a  l o s s  t o  u n d e r­
s ta n d  th e  c o n d i t io n s  f o r  i t s  u s e . I n  t h i s  t e x t ,  he u se s  S f o r  members o f  
H: h e n , r o o s t e r ,  duck, g u in e a  h e n . But how i s  i t  t h a t  g an d er i t s e l f  i s  
e x c lu d e d  from  th e  w ork ings o f  t h i s  o p e ra t io n ?  I t  i s ,  a f t e r  a l l ,  a  fa rm y ard  
b i r d  l i k e  a l l  th e  r e s t .  Could th e r e  be some o th e r  u n e x p re sse d  r e a s o n  f o r  ■ 
no t e x te n d in g  % t o  gan d er (su ch  a s , i f  he had done, t h a t  c l a s s e s  G and H 
would have c o l la p s e d ,  th u s  b r in g in g  to g e th e r ,  by p r im a ry  e q u iv a le n c e , c la s s e s  
W and U and Y )?
T h ird , and  s u r p r i s i n g l y ,  H a r r i s  d i s r e g a rd s  su p ra se g m e n ta l f e a t u r e s  
a lm o st c o m p le te ly  (ev en  g o ing  to  th e  le n g th s  o f  s a y in g  t h a t  th e  s t r e s s  
d i f f e r e n c e s  betw een  th e r e  was a v e ry  f i n e  gan d er and th e r e  he i s .1 sh o u ld  be 
c l a s s i f i e d  a s  a n  i r r e l e v a n t  m o d i f ie r ) . F u rth e rm o re , th e  homophonic pun 
upon w hich  th e  f a b le  t u r n s  i s  c l a s s i f i e d  a s  -  GW, i . e .  p r im a r i ly  e q u iv a le n t  
t o  a  GW sequence su ch  a s  "T here i s  a  v e ry  p ro p e r  g an d er"  (and p resum ab ly  
any o f  th e  o th e r s  i n  th e  f i r s t  p a ra g r a p h ) . But t h a t  GW se n te n c e  i s  a c tu a l l y  
a n a ly s e d  i n to  There i s  (W) a  v e ry  p ro p e r  ( "^ ) g a n d e r (G ): th e  c r u c i a l  pun 
has b een  c la s s e d  a s  an  i r r e l e v a n t  m o d if ie r !  F or e x te n s iv e  c r i t i c i s m s  o f  
H a r r i s '  work, see  Pale (1971, 1 972 ).
6 .2 2  R eid  e t  a l .  1968
The ta g m e m ic is ts  have p ro b a b ly  worked more e x te n s iv e ly ,  th a n  any o th e r  
s c h o o l on th e  d e s c r i p t i o n  and c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  o f  l e v e l s  h ig h e r  th a n  S, u s in g  
f o r  th e  m ost p a r t ,  in d ig e n o u s  lan g u a g e s  o f  W orth and  S ou th  Am erica and 
O cean ia . U se fu l sum m aries o f  tagmemic th e o r y  and m ethods w ith  r e g a r d  to  
d is c o u rs e  a n a ly s i s  ( f o r ,  l i k e  H a r r i s ' work, t h i s  i s  a n a ly t i c  r a t h e r  th a n
g e n e ra t iv e )  may be found  i n  P ik e  1964, Klammer and Compton 1970 and S c h n i tz e r  
1971, and i n  th e  in t r o d u c t io n ,  -w r itte n  by R obert L ongacre , to  R eid  e t  a l .
1968. Klammer and Compton make th e  p o in t  (p . 215) t h a t  tagm em ic a n a ly s e s  
a re  " tr im o d a l" ,  made up o f  th r e e  " in t e r lo c k in g 11 h i e r a r c h i e s ,  th e  p h o n o lo g ic a l,  
th e  g ram m atica l and th e  l e x i c a l .  However, i n  p r a c t i c e ,  most o f  th e  tagm em ic 
a n a ly s e s  o f  d is c o u r s e  p u b l is h e d  c o n c e n tra te  a lm o st e x c lu s iv e ly  on th e  gram­
m a t ic a l  h ie r a r c h y .
As th e  te rm  " h ie r a r c h y 11 s u g g e s ts ,  tagmemi.cs i s  an  Item -and -A rrangem en t 
th e o r y  ( c f .  H o ck e tt 1954)? i-n w hich th e  m ain t h r u s t  o f  r e s e a r c h  i s  to  i s o l a t e  
and c l a s s i f y  th e  ite m s  u n d e r a rran g em en t a t  any l e v e l ,  and  s u b - c l a s s i f y  them  
i n to  h i e r a r c h i e s .  The i te m s  a re  s l o t -  a n d - f i l l e r  f u n c t io n s ,  each  o f  which 
p r e s e n t s  n o t a  c l a s s - a n d - c o n s t i t u e n t  r e l a t i o n s h ip ,  o r  a  c a te g o ry -a n d -  
r e a l i z a t i o n  r e l a t i o n s h i p ,  b u t a com posite  p a i r in g ,  o r  tagmeme, w hich th e  
f i l l e r  i s  s a id  to  m a n ife s t  ( i . e i  i t  m a n ife s ts  th e  tagmeme r a t h e r  th a n  th e  
s l o t ) .  S in ce  tagm em ics i s ' h i e r a r c h i c a l  (each  tagmeme b e in g  ex p andab le  to  
some lo w er s e t  o f  tagm em es, v ia  i t s  f i l l e r ) ,  i t  i s  am enable to  a  PS d e s c r ip ­
t i o n  and tre e -d ia g ra m m in g , e .g .  (Cromack 1968 ):
25. (a )  C lause  = +S : N +P : tV  -0  :N /p r
N = -D e t : a r t  +H :n  -Mod :a d j
tV  -  +H : t v  -Mod :ad v .
a d j
(p* 8 )
G ram m atical r e l a t i o n s h i p s  a re  e x p re s se d  by th e  s l o t s  (th o u g h  t h e r e  seems to  
be c o n s id e ra b le  c o n fu s io n  h e re :  f o r  exam ple, th e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  be tw een  +S 
f u b je c t )  and  N(oun p h ra s e )  seems to  be  o f  an  e n t i r e l y  d i f f e r e n t  k in d  from  
t h a t  be tw een  ^ D e t(e rm in e r)  and  a r t ( i c l e ) ) .  Such r e l a t i o n s h i p s  a s  S h e re  
a re  p r im i t iv e s ,  w hereas i n  ST th e y  a re  d e f in e d  i n  te rm s  o f  n o d e -c o n f ig u ra t io n s  
( c f  .previous■ 'b.lschs^ion-U nri s e e td i -6 . l l ) . I n  th e  th e o r y  w hich I  diavfel been 
d e v e lo p in g  i n  ch . IV , how ever, th e y  m.iist be d e f in e d  i n  te rm s  o f  sem an tic  
r o l e s ,  and in d e e d  P ik e , i n  h i s  1964 a r t i c l e ,  i s  moving to w a rd s  some s u c h  
id e a  to o ,  i n  s u g g e s t in g  t h a t  th e  s l o t - c l a s s e s  be in d ex e d  f o r  " s i t u a t i o n a l  
r o l e s " ,  e .g .  Sac ( s u b j e c t - a s - a c t o r ) ,  Sq ( s u b je c t - a s - c a u s e r )  and so on.
These a re  s t i l l  i n  th e  g ram m atica l h ie r a rc h y , a p p a re n t ly ,  and th e y  a re
e v id e n t ly  re g a rd e d  a s  u n r e la te d  c la s s e s  -  S ( s u b je c t - a s - g o a l )  b e a rs  no 
more r e l a t i o n s h i p  to  0 ^ ( o b je c t - a s - g o a l )  th a n  i t  does t o  Sa c * TG, o f  course,, 
•w ill r e l a t e  th e  f i r s t  p a i r ,  by a l o c a l  d e r i v a t i o n a l  o p e r a t io n  ( v ia .  P a s s iv i z -  
a t i o n ) .
Tagmemic a c c o u n ts  d i s t i n g u i s h  two l e v e l s  above th e  s e n te n c e :  p a ra g ra p h  
and d i s c o u r s e .  The d is c o u r s e  i s  th e  whole lan g u ag e  e v e n t:  s in c e  most o f  th e  
p u b l is h e d  a n a ly s e s  d e a l  w ith  w r i t t e n  (o r  a t  l e a s t  o r a l l y - t r a d i t i o n a l )  n a r r a ­
t i v e s ,  t h e r e  i s  a  c l e a r  b e g in n in g  and end . However, o th e r  form s o f  d is c o u r s e ,  
n o ta b ly  c o n v e rs a t io n s  and f i l i b u s t e r s ,  have no such  c l e a r  d e m a rc a tio n  ( f o r  
a  u s e f u l  l i s t i n g  o f  d i f f e r e n t  ty p e s  o f  d is c o u r s e ,  see  H ausenb las 1 966 ). The 
d is c o u r s e  i s  segm ented in to  p a ra g ra p h s  i n  a  way t h a t  m ost s a t i s f a c t o r i l y  f i t s  
i n  w ith  th e  i n i t i a t o r y  and te r m in a l  p a ra g ra p h  tagmemes p o s i te d  (R eid  e t  a l . ,  
o p . c i t ; 1 5 ) . B o th -p a ra g ra p h  and d is c o u r s e ,  s in c e  th e y  a re  h i e r a r c h i c a l ,  have 
a  t r e e  s t r u c tu r e  "w hich i s  i n  no e s s e n t i a l  way d i f f e r e n t  from  a  t r e e  s t r u c tu r e  
o f  a  s e n te n c e "  (o p . c i t :7 5 ) . There a re  s ix  n a r r a t i v e  p a ra g ra p h  ty p e s :  EVENT, 
REPORTED MONOLOGUE, REPORTED DIALOGUE, each  o f  w hich may be SIMPLE (h av in g  
b u t one TIME HORIZON and LOCALE) o r  COMPOUND (h av in g  more th a n  one o f  e i t h e r  
o r  b o th ) .  C o lloquy  p a ra g ra p h s , on  th e  o th e r  hand, may be SALUTATION ( i n i t i a l ) ,  
DEPARTURE ( f i n a l ) ,  and DECLAMATORY, PRECATORY and EJACULATORY ( a l l  m e d ia l) .  
Each o f. th e s e  h as  o p t io n a l  p e r ip h e r a l  tagm emes: -  ORIENTATION2 ( v iz .  TIME 
HORIZON and LOCALE), -  SETTING21 ( " th e  c irc u m s ta n c e s  w hich form  a background  
t o  th e  p a ra g ra p h  n u c le u s"  p . 76) and -  TERMINAL (" a  s ta te m e n t i n d ic a t i n g  
f u l f i l l m e n t  o f  t h a t  w hich i s  p r o je c te d  i n  th e  p a ra g ra p h  n u c le u s"  p . 7 7 ) .
The o b l ig a to r y  n u c le i  a r e ,  f o r  EVENT p a ra g ra p h s , + FOCAL.(with o p t io n a l  
± DEVELOPMENT11) j f o r  MONOLOGUE p a ra g ra p h s , + SPEECH (w ith  o p t io n a l  -  DEVELOP- . 
MENTn ) j and f o r  DIALOGUE p a ra g ra p h s  4- INITIATING UTTERANCE, + INITIATING- 
RESPONSE (w ith  o p t io n a l  $ DEVELOPMENTAL UTTERANCE11 and  RESPONSE11) . And so on.
D is c o u rs e - ty p e s  in c lu d e  EPISODIC, MONO-CLIMACTIC and MULTI-CLIMAPTIC, 
each  o f  them  c o n s i s t in g  o f  s t r i n g s  o f  tagmemes from  th e  l i s t :  APERTURE, STAGE, 
EPISODE, DENOUEMENT, ANTI-DENOUEMENT, CLOSURE and FINIS ( th o u g h  th e r e  may be 
c o -o c c u rre n c e  r e s t r i c t i o n s  from  ty p e  to  t y p e ) . EPISODIC d is c o u rs e  has th e  
fo rm u la : + /±  APERTURE 1 EPISODE11 ± ( -^CLOSURE2 ± F IN IS ). The APERTURE tagmeme
'f
may be m a n ife s te d  by any SIMPLE n a r r a t i v e  p a ra g ra p h  ty p e ,  o r by a  DECLAMATORY 
o r  PRECATORY c o llo q u y  p a ra g ra p h  ty p e  (p . 109)* And each  o f  th e s e  tagmemes 
i s  m a n ife s te d  by a tagmeme o f  th e  l e v e l  below , i n  a  sy stem  whose d e t a i l e d  
d e s c r i p t i o n  w ould be u n u t te r a b ly  t e d io u s ,  s in c e  i t  c o n s i s t s  m ere ly  o f  th e  
p r o g re s s iv e  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  o f  e v e r  s m a lle r  u n i t s  i n  e v e r  g r e a t e r  d e t a i l .
S in c e  tagm em ics i s  a  system  o f  a n a ly s i s » t h a t  is*  an  
system , i t  le a v e s  unansw ered (and  i n  f a c t  does n o t even  a sk )  th e  b u rn in g  
q u e s t io n s  o f  m odern l i n g u i s t i c s ;  How d o e s 'a  n a t iv e  sp e a k e r  c o r r e c t l y  
i d e n t i f y  d is c o u r s e s  a s  c o h e re n t?  What c o n s t r a in t s  a f f e c t  th e  deploym ent 
o f  m eaning and in fo rm a t io n  i n  d is c o u r s e s ?  How do d is c o u r s e s  i n t e r a c t  w ith  
e x t r a l i n g u i s t i c  system s? Do d is c o u r s e - p r o c e s s e s  a f f e c t ,  o r  even  m o tiv a te , 
s e n te n c e -p ro c e s s e s ?  Are th e s e  q u e s t io n s  abou t com petence, o r  perfo rm ance?
I n  th e  absence  o f  s tu d ie s  a t  th e  l e x i c a l ,(se m a n tic )  l e v e l ,  th e n , th e  
tagm emic m odel o f  d is c o u r s e  i s  a  s t a t i c ,  d e s c r ip t i v e  m odel i l l u s t r a t i n g  
n o th in g  o f  th e  e s s e n t i a l  n a tu re  o f  d is c o u r s e ,  nam ely i t s  c o n n e c t iv i ty .
6 .2 3  Gromack 1968
I n  c o n t r a s t  w ith  th e  e s s e n t i a l l y  e x c lu s iv e  PS (and  n o n - tr a n s fo rm a tio n a l)  
n a tu re  o f  th e  tagm em ic m odel a t  a l l  l e v e l s ,  th e  s t r a t i f i c a t i o n a l  m odel u sed  
by  Gromack u se s  b o th  t r e e s  and l i n e a r  sequences a t  v a r io u s  p o in ts  i n  th e  
d e s c r i p t i o n :  th e s e  a re  th e  " t a c t i c s "  i n  th e  lex em ic  l e v e l .  At th e  sem an tic  
l e v e l ,  th e  t a c t i c s  c o n s i s t  o f  ne tw orks ( " r e t i c u l a " ) . The lexem ic  l e v e l  I s  
e q u iv a le n t  t o  th e  g ram m atica l l e v e l  o f  tagm em ics (and  n o t th e  l e x i c a l  l e v e l ,  
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Heavy a rro w s: most f re q u e n t  o rd e r  o f  r a n k in g  and 
in c lu s io n .
L ig h t a rro w s ; la y e r in g  o f  u n i t s  on  same l e v e l ,  o r
embedding and in c l u s io n  on low er l e v e l s .
Cromack c l a s s i f i e s  h i s  c l a u s e - l e v e l  t r e e s  I n  tagm em ic fo rm u lae  w ith  d i s t r i ­
b u t io n a l  r e s t r i c t i o n s  (p . 8 2 ) . He t a l k s  i n  p ro c e s s  te rm s  a t  v a r io u s  p o in t s :  
nth e  embedding o f  in fo rm a t io n  i n  a  p h ra s e 11 (p . 91 ) f ’’c la u s e s  may be In c lu d e d  
I n  o th e r  c la u s e s "  ( i b i d . ) ,  " r e p e a t in g  th e  p re d ic a te -m o d a l  c o n s t r u c t io n  and 
embedding more in fo rm a t io n  b e fo re  th e  r e p e t i t i o n  i n  th e  form  o f  in c lu d e d  
c la u s e s "  (p . 9 2 ) , "a  p a r e n t h e t i c a l  rem ark  may be i n s e r te d "  (p . 9 3 ); " f o r
em p h a tic  e f f e c t  th e  p ro n o m in a l s u b je c t  may be in tr o d u c e d  a t  th e  b e g in n in g  
o f  th e  c la u s e "  (p . 9 9 ) • " p h a s a l  p ro -v e rb s  s u b s t i t u t e  f o r  a n o th e r  v e rb  i n  
t h e  r e a l i z a t i o n  o f  a  sememic e v e n t by o v e r t l y  e x p re s s in g  one phase  o f  t h a t  
e v e n t and n o t th e  whole e v e n t"  (p . 1 1 7 ). He a ls o  sp eak s e x te n s iv e ly  o f  
" n o m in a liz a t io n "  ( e .g .  216 s q . ) .  However, t h i s  m ust m ere ly  be lo o se  t a l k ,  
s in c e  no fo rm a l l o c a l  d e r i v a t i o n a l  m achinery  i s  in tro d u c e d  to  r e l a t e  t r e e s  
i n  a  d e r i v a t i o n ,  and th e  m odel a t  t h i s  p o in t  a p p e a rs  to  be d e te rm in e d ly  
d i s t r i b u t i o n a l .  I n  p r i n c i p l e ,  th o u g h , t h i s  i s  m ere ly  a m a t te r  o f  C rom ack 's 
c h o ic e  o f  m odel a t  t h i s  l e v e l :  t h e r e  I s  no re a s o n  why he c o u ld  n o t have used  
th e  more p o w e rfu l s y n ta c t i c  component o f  a  ST-TG grammar t o  g e n e ra te  c la u s e  
s t r u c t u r e s ,  s in c e  s t r a t i f i c a t i o n a l  grammar i s  avox^edly e c l e c t i c  i n  i t s  
ap p ro a c h  ( c f .  Cromack, o p . c i t :x v i ,  4> 5 - 9 ) *
The l i n e a r  s t r u c tu r e  o f  d is c o u r s e ,  i n  Cromack*s v iew , i s  " sem em ica lly  
dom inated  b u t  g ra m m a tic a lly  a r t i c u l a t e d "  (p . 135)• Thus, t r a n s i t i o n s  b e t ­
ween se m o lo g ic a l s t r u c t u r e s  w i l l  be marked by lex em ic  f e a t u r e s ,  and lexem ic  
c o n s t i t u e n t s  ( c la u s e ,  p a ra g ra p h , d is c o u r s e )  a re  c h a r a c te r iz e d  by two k in d s  
o f  sememic a c t u a l i t y :  ( i )  th e  t o p ic  i n  a t t e n t i o n  a t  each  l i n e a r  rani?: ( 'top ic" 
i n  th e  sen se  'f o c a l /n o n - f o c a l  e lem en t') , and ( i i )  t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  m o d a lity . 
At t h i s  l i n e a r  lex em ic  l e v e l ,  s ta te m e n ts  a re  made ab o u t ty p e s  o f  d i s t r i b u t i o n  
( e .g .  " a s s e m b lie s " , " c l u s t e r s " ,  pp . 147 s q q .) ,  and a ls o  abou t p a r t i c u l a r  
p r i v i l e g e s  o f  o c c u rre n c e . These l a t t e r  a re  r e f e r r e d  to  a s  " f u l e s " ,  and a re  
o f  th e  form  "G iven  a  c o n te x t d e f in e d  i n  te rm s o f  A, B, G th e n  fo rm s /
c o n s t r u c t io n s  X, X, Z . . .  w i l l  o c c u r, I n  s u c h -a n d -su c h  a n  o r d e r /u n o rd e r e d " . 
The "g iv en "  c o n d i t io n s  o f  th e s e  r u l e s  a re  sememic i n  n a tu r e ,  i . e .  th e y  a re  
s t a t e d  i n  te rm s  o f  s i t u a t i o n s ,  o b je c t s  and e v e n ts ;  th e  a rra n g e m e n ts  bound 
to  th e s e  c o n d i t io n s  by th e  r u le  a re  g e n e r a l ly  s t a t e d  i n  lexem ic  (g ram m atica l)  
te rm s  o f  c o n s t r u c t io n s ,  e t c . ,  th o u g h  th e r e  does a p p e a r  t o  be some o v e r la p  
h e re  w ith  sememic f e a t u r e s  ( e .g .  p . 202, where " h ig h l ig h te d  a c t io n "  o c c u rs  
b o th  i n  th e  c o n d i t io n s  and i n  th e  consequence o f  th e  r u l e ) .  Thus, th e  
l i n e a r  s t r u c tu r e  a t  th e  lexem ic  l e v e l  I s ,  l i k e  th e  t r e e  s t r u c t u r e ,  d i s t r i ­
b u t io n a l  i n  n a tu r e ,  and  co n cern ed  e x c lu s iv e ly  w ith  s u r f a c e  s t r u c t u r e .
The s e m o ta c t ic s ,  a s  I  have a l r e a d y  m en tioned , a re  n e i t h e r  a r b o r e a l  o r  
l i n e a r ,  b u t  r e t i c u l a r .  T h is  te rm  r e f e r s  to  n o th in g  more p ro fo u n d , so f a r  
as. I  c an  d is c o v e r ,  th a n  th e  n e t - l i k e  ap p earan ce  o f  th e  diagram m ing u se d , i n  
w hich sy n ta g m a tic  and (some) p a ra d ig m a tic  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  a r e  shown s im u lta n ­
e o u s ly , th e  one h o r iz o n ta l ,  th e  o th e r  v e r t i c a l  ( f o r  th e  most p a r t ) .  Thus 
Cromack g iv e s  (p . 32) th e  "sememic r e t i c u l a r  a n a ly s i s " ,  f o r  th e  se n te n c e
27. (a )  The t h r e e  b i t t e r l y  c ry in g  c h i ld r e n  w alked  home f a s t ,  
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W ith " se m o le x ic  r e a l i z a t i o n  r u l e s " ,  t h i s  r e t ic u lu m  w ould s p e c ify  t h e  sem an tic  
a n a ly s i s  o f  (2 7 a ) . Cromack c r i t i c i s e s  W ein re ich  (1963 :165 , 200 ), whose 
exam ple (27a) is ., f o r  h i s  a n a ly s i s  o f  i t s  m eaning, u s in g  th e  h ig h e r  p r e d ic a te
form , b u t  Cromack re g a rd s  t h i s  e x p l i c i t n e s s  a s  red u n d an cy . He a ls o  c r i t i c i s e s
and would show th e  sem an tic  r e l a t i o n s h ip s  more c l e a r l y  t o  r e p r e s e n t  each  
f a c e t  once , o r  o n ly  a s  o f te n  a s  i t  a c tu a l l y  a p p l i e s  i n  th e  sem a n tic  s t r u c tu r e ,  
r a t h e r  th a n  so r ig o r o u s ly  c a r ry in g , o u t a  p ro c e s s  seem in g ly  d i c t a t e d  by l o g i c a l  
th e o r y  and  n o t by th e  s t r u c tu r e  o f  language  i t s e l f " ,  (p . 3 1 ) . T h is  seems to  
mean, f o r  exam ple, t h a t  CHILD i n  (27b) i s  o n ly  w r i t t e n  once (th o u g h  th e r e  
a re  t h e  e q u iv a le n t  o f  W o s e t s  o f  d i t to -m a rk s  f o r  i t s  n o t io n a l  r e p e t i t i o n ) ,  
w hereas th e  r e l a t o r  (a g )  i s  w r i t t e n  tw ic e  (b ecau se  i t  " a c t u a l l y  a p p l ie s "
tw ic e ? ) .  However, I  f in d  i t  h a rd  to  j u s t i f y  o r  e x p la in  t h i s  d i s t i n c t i o n ,  
w hich seems t o  base  i t s e l f  on s u rfa c e  s t r u c tu r e  e x c lu s iv e ly .
There a re  a  number o f  i n t e r e s t i n g  f e a tu r e s  i n  C rom ack 's sem ology.
F i r s t l y ,  t h e  s t a t u s  o f  th e s e  r e t i c u l a :  th e  b a s ic  e le m e n ts  a re  u n a n a ly zed  
" o b je c ts "  and " e v e n ts " ,  l in k e d  by v a r io u s  " r e l a t o r s "  (a g e n t, g o a l,  c o m p le tiv e , 
l o c a t iv e ,  m anner, e q u a t io n a l ,  a s s e r t i o n ,  e t c . )  and  s p e c i f i e d  by v a r io u s  
" a b s t r a c t s "  ( d u r a t iv e ,  f u tu r e ,  p l u r a l ,  a n im a te , d e f i n i t e ,  e t c . ) .  These 
b u i ld  up in to  p r o p o s i t io n - l i k e  s t r u c tu r e s  o f  h o r i z o n t a l  l i n e s ,  c o n s i s t in g  
o f  o b j e c t s  b e a r in g  r e l a t i o n s  to  e v e n ts ,  and th e s e  h o r iz o n t a l s  i n t e r r e l a t e d  
by v e r t ic a l ly -d ia g ra m m e d  r e l a t i o n s  and r e p e t i t i o n s .  F u rth e rm o re , o b je c t s  
and e v e n ts  may b e a r  a t t r i b u t e s  ( a b s t r a c t s ,  m odals, m o d if ie r s ,  e t c . ) ,  w hich 
a re  no t r e l a t i o n a l .  S t r a t i f i c a t i o n a l  sem ology, i t  c o u ld  be s u g g e s te d , i s  
e q u iv a le n t  i n  d e s c r ip t i v e  power to  a GS component s p e c i f i e d  f o r  r o l e -  
r e l a t i o n s h i p s  and t r a n s d e r i v a t i o n a l  c o n s t r a in t s  (su ch  a s  th e  one w hich h as  
b e e n  su g g e s te d  i n  Ch. IV ) . However, i n  t h a t  l i k e  th e  o th e r  l e v e l s  o f  s t r a t i ­
f i c a t i o n a l  grammar i t  i s  a n a ly t i c  and d i s t r i b u t i o n a l :
c a lc u lu s .  W ein re ich  b re a k s  (27a) down i n to  11 p r o p o s i t io n s  s t a t e d  i n  l o g i c a l
th e  la c k  o f  a  fo c u s  m echanism . Cromack c la im s  t h a t  " i t  would be much s im p le r
"The l o g i c a l  n o t io n  o f  o p e ra t io n s  to  be c a r r i e d  o u t sh o u ld  be
r e p la c e d  i n  sememic a n a ly s i s  w ith  u n i t s  and a rra n g e m e n ts , i n
a c co rd a n ce  w ith  th e  p r e s u p p o s i t io n s  o f  s t r a t i f i c a t i o n a l  th e o ry "
(p . 21V),
i t  c l e a r l y  la c k s  th e  g e n e ra t iv e  c a p a c i ty  o f  GS o r  even  ST.. See s e c t io n  6.2*4 
f o r  a rgum en ts i n  f a v o u r  o f  t h i s  c o n c lu s io n .
Second, th e  s t i p u l a t i o n  o f  r o l e - r e l a t i o n s  i n  se m a n tic  s t r u c tu r e  ( r a t h e r  
th a n  i n  g ram m atica l s t r u c tu r e ,  a s  P ike  and F i l lm o re , f o r  exam ple), s u g g e s ts  
t h a t  s o - c a l l e d  "g ram m atica l"  r e l a t i o n s  a re  i n  f a c t  s e m a n t ic a l ly  s p e c i f ie d ,  
a  v ie w p o in t w hich I  .{myself have a rg u ed  i n  th e  fo re g o in g  c h a p te r s .
T h ird , t h e  t r e a tm e n t  o f  fo c u s , w hich f o r  Cromack in c lu d e s  n o t o n ly  
what i s  n o rm a lly  m eant by th e  te rm  (w hich he c a l l s  a t t e n t i o n a l  f o c u s ) ,  b u t
a ls o  th e  amount o f  d e t a i l  w ith  w hich a to p ic  i s  c o v e re d : t h e  l a t t e r  ( " d e t a i l
fo c u s " )  i n  d is c o u r s e  te rm s  i s  s a id  to  hand le  e .g .  a  p l o t  summary ( e .g .  a t  
b e g in n in g  o r .e n d )  v e rs u s  th e  f u l l  n a r r a t i o n  ( i n  some r e s p e c t s ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  
t h i s  i s  com parab le  t o  T o d o ro v 's  and van  D i j k 's  " t e x t u a l  m a c ro -s t ru c tu re "  
v e rs u s  " t e x t u a l  s u r f a c e  s t r u c t u r e " .  See s e c t io n  6 .2 5  b e lo w ). However,
Cromack p ro v id e s  no a p p a ra tu s  fox* r e l a t i n g  l e s s  d e t a i l e d  fo c u s  to  more 
d e t a i l e d  f o c u s :  i t  i s  no m ore, t h e r e f o r e ,  th a n  a n o th e r  d i s t r i b u t i o n a l  
o b s e rv a t io n .  A nother f u n c t io n  o f  d e t a i l  fo c u s  i s  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  by w hich 
sememic o b je c t s  o r  e v e n ts  a re  t o  be in tro d u c e d  and r e f e r r e d  to  when r e q u i r e d  
i n  th e  d i s c o u r s e .  I d e n t i f i c a t i o n  r u le s  i n  C rom ack 's system  a re  sem o lex ic  
r e a l i z a t i o n  r u l e s  w hich s im p ly  s t i p u l a t e  t h a t  f o r  su c h -a n d -su c h  ty p e  o f  
i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  ( in c lu d in g  a n ap h o ra , r e p e t i t i o n ,  m o d a lity , e t c . )  su c h -a n d -  
such  a lex em ic  form  o r  c o n s t r u c t io n  w i l l  be u se d . The i d e n t i f i c a t i o n - t y p e  
i s  s p e c i f ie d  i n  te rm s  o f  sememic s t r u c tu r e  ( f o r  th e  most p a r t ) . A t t e n t io n a l  
fo c u s  i s  a ls o  o f  two k in d s :  p r e d i c a t i o n - l i n e  prom inence ( i n  w hich e v e n ts  
may be l in k e d  t o  g iv e  th e  m ain " s t o r y l i n e " , '  o r  " n e s te d "  t o  p ro v id e  back ­
g ro u n d ), and t o p i c a l  prom inence (by w hich sememic in fo rm a t io n  may be h ig h ­
l i g h t e d .  T h is  i s  th e  s ta n d a rd  use o f  th e  te rm  f o c u s ) . A gain , th e s e  a re  
s t a t e d  i n  te rm s  o f  o b s e rv a t io n  o r  r e a l i z a t i o n .
A ccord ing  to  Cromack, th e  c h ie f  d i f f e r e n c e  be tw een  d is c o u r s e - r e q u ir e m e n ts  
and c la u s e - r e q u ir e m e n ts  i s  t h a t  th e  fo rm er c a l l  f o r  l i n e a r  o r d e r  a s  opposed 
t o  h i e r a r c h i c a l  o r d e r  ( a t  th e  lexem ic  c la u s e  l e v e l )  o r  la c k  o f  o rd e r  ( a t  th e  
sememic c la u s e  l e v e l ) . L in e a r  o rd e r  i n  s e m o lo g ic a l te rm s  i s  Im posed by 
th r e e  d i s c o u r s e - c h a r a c t e r i s t i e s :  sequence , c o n n e c t iv i ty  and  c o h e s io n .
Sequence i s  im p lie d  te m p o ra l ly  o r  s p a t i a l l y  by a p r o p o s i t io n ,  ■ and many o f 
th e  r e l a t o r s  a re  d i r e c t i o n a l l y  a s sy m m e tr ic a l. C o n n e c t iv i ty  i s  a  f u n c t io n
o f  th e  p r e d i c a t i o n - l i n e .  ' C ohesion  co n cern s  fo c u s  and m o d a lity  (th o u g h  
q u i te  how th e s e  a re  l i n e a r  I  am u n c e r t a i n ) .
I n t e r e s t i n g  and d e t a i l e d  though  Cromack1s work i s ,  i t  n e v e r th e le s s  
f a i l s  to. a c co u n t f o r  th e  c o n n e c t iv i ty  o f  d is c o u r s e  i n  te rm s  o f  sem an tic  
co h e ren ce  and a n a p h o ra . C o n n e c t iv i ty , a s  we have se en , i s ,  i n  Cromack, 
a  f u n c t io n  o f  th e  p r e d ic a te  l i n e :  h u t t h i s  i s  to  ig n o re  th e  c o n n e c tiv e  
e f f e c t  o f  p ro n o u n s, a r t i c l e s  and c e r t a i n  m o d if ie r s ,  n o t t o  m en tio n  th e  
th r e a d  o f  m eaning ru n n in g  th ro u g h  any d i s c o u r s e .  F ocus, i n  i t s  g e n e r a l ly  
a c c e p te d  s e n se , i s  a  dynam ic, p r o g re s s iv e  i n d i c a t i o n  o f  s p e a k e r 's  i n t e r e s t ,  
v iew p o in t and o r i e n t a t i o n ,  n o t a m ere ly  o b se rv e d  and t i c k e t e d  phenomenon.
But th e  g r e a t e s t  draw back o f  a l l  i s  t h a t  a l l  th e  s t r u c t u r e s  a t  a l l  th e  
l e v e l s  a re  c o n n e c te d  n o t by  r u l e s  s u c c e s s iv e ly  d e r iv in g  a  lexem ic  s t r u c tu r e  
from  a  sememic one, and a  phonem ic one. from  a  lex em ic  one, b u t by r u l e s  o f  
r e a l i z a t i o n ,  w hich i n  f a c t  a re  s im ply  ad  hoc m a rs h a ll in g  r u l e s ,  s in c e  t h e r e  
a r e  no p r i n c i p l e s  f o r  a r e a l i z i n g  A r a t h e r  th a n  Z.
6 .2 4  S i n c l a i r  and C o u lth a rd  1975
The im m ediate  aim s o f  t h i s  m onograph were to  "exam ine th e  l i n g u i s t i c  
a s p e c ts  o f  t e a c h e r / p u p i l  i n t e r a c t io n "  i n  th e  c la ss ro o m  (p . l ) ,  a lth o u g h  
th e  a u th o r s ' f u r t h e r  p u rp o se s  were more g e n e ra l ,  i f  n o t e x a c t ly  t h e o r e t i c a l :
"Our i n t e r e s t s  were a g a in  i n  th e  f u n c t io n  o f  u t te r a n c e s  and th e  . 
s t r u c tu r e  o f  d is c o u r s e .  We were lo o k in g  f o r  answ ers to  such  
q u e s t io n s  a s :  how a re  s u c c e s s iv e  u t te r a n c e s  r e l a t e d ;  who c o n t r o l s  
th e  d i s c o u r s e ;  how does he do i t ;  how, i f  a t  a l l ,  do o th e r  
p a r t i c i p a n t s  ta k e  c o n t r o l ;  how do th e  r o l e s  o f  sp e a k e r  o r  l i s t e n e r  
p a s s  from  one p a r t i c i p a n t  t o  a n o th e r ;  how a re  new t o p ic s  i n t r o ­
duced and o ld  ones ended; what l i n g u i s t i c  e v id e n c e  i s  t h e r e  f o r  
d is c o u r s e  u n i t s  l a r g e r  th a n  th e  u t te r a n c e ? "  (pp . 3 -  4 )
From th e  q u e s t io n s  ab o u t c o n t r o l ,  i t  may be se e n  t h a t  th e  o r i g i n a l  m a te r i a l  
was t o  be o r d in a r y  c o n v e r s a t io n  ( fo llo w in g  some rem arks o f  F i r t h ' s ,  (1935; 
see  1957:28  s q q . ) ) .  However, i t  was soon  r e a l i z e d  t h a t  o r d in a ry  c o n v e rs a t io n  
i s  i n  f a c t  h ig h ly  s o p h i s t i c a te d  and com plex (p .4 )* T h is  le d  th e  a u th o r s  to  
choose in s t e a d  th e  more r e s t r i c t e d  c la ss ro o m  s i t u a t i o n ,  i n  w hich one sp e ak e r  
has  v i r t u a l  c o n t r o l  o v e r  t o p ic s  and t a c t i c s  o f  d i s c u s s io n .
The ap p ro a c h  o f  t h i s  s tu d y  i s  a n a l y t i c a l ,  i .e^ , c o rp u s -b a se d , b u t th e  
a n a ly s i s  i s  c a r r i e d  o u t i n  te rm s  o f  a system  o f  u n i t s  and  f u n c t io n s ,  obey ing  
f o u r  "minimum c r i t e r i a "  (p ro v id in g  a u s e f u l  a s s e s s m e n t -b a t te r y  f o r  any 
d e s c r i p t i v e  system , i n  f a c t ) :
A. The system  sh o u ld  be f i n i t e  (d e n u m e ra b le );
B. The e le m en ts  o f  th e  system  sh o u ld  be d e f in a b le ;
C. The system  sh o u ld  be com prehensive;
D. The system  sh o u ld  be r e f u t a b l e  ( i . e .  t h e r e  sh o u ld  be a t  l e a s t  
one im p o s s ib le  c o n f i g u r a t io n ) .
As we have a l r e a d y  se e n  i n  s e c t io n  2 .1 1 , t h e  g e n e ra l  fram ew ork o f  
S i n c l a i r  and G o u l th a r d 's  system  i s  H a llid a y a n , w ith  r a n k s , a r ra n g e d  h i e r ­
a r c h i c a l l y  w i th in  each  l i n g u i s t i c  l e v e l .  The l e v e l s  th e m se lv e s  o n ly  te n d  
to w a rd s  h i e r a r c h a l i t y ,  s in c e  th e y  o v e r la p  to  some e x te n t .  W ith in  each  d i s ­
co u rse  ra n k , th e  e le m e n ts  o f  s t r u c tu r e  a re  s e r i a l l y  o rd e re d  (w ith  th e  
e x c e p t io n  o f  th e  LESSON ra n k , w hich -  f o r  la c k  o f  knowledge (pp . 59 -  60) -  
c o n s i s t s  o f  an  u n o rd e re d  s e r i e s  o f  t r a n s a c t i o n s ) • The s t r u c t u r a l  e le m en ts  
a t  each  ra n k  a r e  r e a l i z e d  by c la s s e s  o f  th e  n ex t ra n k  below , each  o f  w hich 
has i tS 'o w n  s t r u c t u r a l  e le m e n ts . S in c e  t h i s  system  i s  h i e r a r c h i c a l  and 
e x p a n s iv e , i t  i s  c a p a b le  o f  e x p re s s io n  i n  t r e e  form  and , o f  c o u rs e , i n  
r e w r i t e  r u l e s ,  th o u g h  s in c e  t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  s e t  o f  r u l e s  i s  in te n d e d  t o  
co v e r th e  r e s t r i c t e d  s i t u a t i o n  o f  c la ss ro o m  d ia lo g u e , th e  s t r u c tu r e s  a t  
each  l e v e l  ( i . e .  ran k ) w i l l  be d i s t r i b u t e d  be tw een  a dom inant sp e a k e r  and 
v a r io u s  in d iv id u a l s  from  a  dom inated  s e t  ( th e  "phenomena o f  i n t e r a c t i o n " ,  
p . 1 2 2 ). They a ls o  te n d  t o  r e a l i z e  " e l i c i t a t i o n - r e s p o n s e "  p a i r i n g s  a t  each  
l e v e l .
So f a r ,  th e n , we have a h i e r a r c h i c a l ,  taxonom ic  system  o f  in c lu d in g  and 
in c lu d e d  te rm s , w hich a t  th e  d is c o u r s e  l e v e l  a re  f u n c t io n s  r a t h e r  t h a n  fo rm a l 
c a te g o r i e s ,  i . e .  th e y  r e f e r  ou tw ards to  th e  s i t u a t i o n ,  r a t h e r  th a n  inw ards 
t o  th e  p h y s ic a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  th e  r e a l i z a t i o n .
I n  s y n ta c t i c  s tu d i e s ,  ( i n  S -gram m ars), p h r a s e - s t r u c tu r e  has b een  
a s s e s s e d  i n  two ways:
( i )  I s  a  grammar whose s y n ta c t i c  component c o n s i s t s  e x c lu s iv e ly  o f  
PS r u l e s  a d e q u a te  t o  d e s c r ib e  n a tu r a l  lan g u a g e s?
( i i )  S hou ld  th e  PS component i n  a  t r a n s f o r m a t io n a l  grammar e x p re s s  
c a t e g o r i a l  o r  sem a n tic  c o n f ig u r a t io n s ?
I t  has  b e e n  c o n c lu s iv e ly  d e m o n s tra ted  ( e .g .  Chomsky 1957, P o s ta l  1964) t h a t  
th e  answ er t o  ( i )  I s  "n o " . P o s t a l  (1 9 6 4 :7 3 -5 ) l i s t s  e ig h t  p o in ts  w hich PS 
grammars f a i l  to  h an d le  c o r r e c t l y  o r  a t  a l l .  I  s h a l l  n o t r e p e a t  th e s e  h e re , 
b u t  th e  ca se  i s  overw helm ing and g e n e ra l ly  a c c e p te d . I n  th e  same work,
P o s t a l  c la im s  t h a t  H a l l i d a y 's  g ram m atica l system  i s  e s s e n t i a l l y  a  PS grammar, 
a s  a re  tagm em ics, s t r a t i f i c a t i o n a l  grammar and H a r r i s 1 grammar, and t h a t  th e y
a l l  th e r e b y  f a i l .  H a l l i d a y 's  d e fen ce  (19&4-) "that th e  g o a ls  o f  h i s  grammar 
a re  d i f f e r e n t  from , and t h e r e f o r e  canno t be judged  by th e  same c r i t e r i a  a s ,  
th o s e  o f  " fo rm a liz e d  l i n g u i s t i c s " .  T h is  would be u n d e n ia b le  were i t  no t f o r  
th e  f a c t  t h a t  th e r e  a re  some s e n te n c e s  o f  n a tu r a l  lan g u ag e  -  th o s e  in v o lv in g  
d i s c o n t in u i ty ,  "u n d e rs to o d "  ( d e le te d ) ,  o r  s u b s t i t u t e d  e le m e n ts , o r  a m b ig u ity  
-  w hich c a n n o t, o r  can n o t e a s i l y ,  be acco u n ted  f o r  by H a l l i d a y 's  (o r  P i k e 's , .  
Lam b's o r  H a r r i s ')  grammar. Thus th e  ch o ice  o f  g ram m atica l system  i s  a 
m a t te r  o f  consum er p re fe re n c e  (a s  H a ll id a y  has  i t )  o n ly  i f  th e  consum er i s  
rem ark ab ly  i n d i f f e r e n t  t o  th e  q u e s t io n  o f  adequacy . S i n c l a i r  and C o u lth ard , 
a re  -  from  th e  l e v e l  o f  grammar downward and w ith  th e  s in g le  e x c e p tio n  o f  
" r a n k s l i i f t in g " ,  w hich th e y  r e g a rd  a s  an  "em barrassm en t"  (p . 123) -  c o m p le te ly  
H a llid a y a n  i n  t h e i r  g ram m atica l sy stem . T h is  t h e r e f o r e  s u f f e r s  t h e  same 
f a t e .  Above th e  l e v e l  o f  grammar, how ever, we must d e c id e  w h e th er th e  ch arg e  
o f  f a i l i n g  t o  a c co u n t f o r  a l l  and o n ly  th e  d i s c o u r s e s  o f  E n g lis h  I s  a j u s t  
one . F o r exam ple, a re  t h e r e  d is c o n tin u o u s , " u n d e rs to o d " , s u b s t i t u t e d  o r  
am biguous e le m e n ts  a t  d is c o u r s e  l e v e l?  I f  th e r e  a r e ,  r u l e s  an a lo g o u s  to  
t r a n s f o r m a t io n s  w i l l  be r e q u i r e d .
D i s c o n t i n u i t i e s ,  i n t e r p o l a t i o n s  o r  a s id e s  c l e a r l y  do o c c u r  i n  spoken d i s ­
c o u rs e . S i n c l a i r  and C o u lth a rd  have " a s id e "  a s  a c l a s s  o f  a c t  (p . 4 4 ) :
" t h i s  c a te g o ry  c o v e rs  ite m s  we have d i f f i c u l t y  i n  d e a l in g  w i th " . I n t e r r u p ­
t i o n s ,  to o ,  would o f t e n  b r in g  d i s c o n t in u i ty  a b o u t, and we m ight even in c lu d e  
d i r e c t  q u o ta t io n ,  s in c e  th e  l i n g u i s t i c  r e s t r i c t i o n s  on  d i r e c t  sp eech , f o r  
exam ple, a re  v e ry  d i f f e r e n t  from  th o s e  on i t s  s u rro u n d in g  c o n te x t ,  I  would 
su g g e s t t h a t  su ch  d i s c o n t i n u i t i e s  a re  i n  f a c t  th e  r e s u l t  o f  i n s e r t i n g  one 
d is c o u r s e ,  h av in g  a  d i f f e r e n t  system  o f  m o d a lity , o r  t e n s e ,  o r  s u b je c t -  
m a t te r  e t c . ,  i n to  a n o th e r .  But t h i s  r e q u i r e s  th e  n o t io n s  o f  (a) u n d e r ly in g  
d is c o u r s e ,  and  (b) an  o p e r a t io n  o f  i n t e r p o l a t i o n  -  I  do n o t see  how S i n c l a i r  
and C o u l th a r d 's  p u r e ly  s u r f a c e - d e s c r ip t i o n  taxonom y can  han d le  t h i s .
"U nderstood" e le m e n ts  a re  a rg u a b ly  p re s e n t  i n  such  d is c o u r s e s  a s  m ight o ccu r 
i n  c a s u a l  o r  o c c u p a t io n a l ly  r e s t r i c t e d  l a n g u a g e - r e g is t e r s ,  w here, f o r  exam ple, 
th e  m ain  t o p i c ,  o r  im p o r ta n t  e le m en ts  o f  th e  s i t u a t i o n ,  w i l l  r a r e l y  be 
e x p l i c i t l y  r e f e r r e d  t o ,  y e t  a re  i n c o n t r o v e r t i b ly  u n d e rs to o d . I f  t h i s  i s  
in d e e d  th e  c a s e , th e n  an o p e r a t io n  an a lo g o u s to  a  d e l e t i o n  t r a n s f o r m a t io n  
w ould seem to  be n e c e s s a ry . S i n c l a i r  and C o u lth a rd  p ro v id e  no such  d e v ic e , 
w hich a g a in  r e q u i r e s  th e  n o t io n  o f  u n d e r ly in g  d i s c o u r s e .
S u b s t i t u t i o n s  ( v iz .  p ro -fo rm s)  do o c c u r  i n  d is c o u r s e ,  th o u g h  n o t e x p e n s iv e ly , 
a s  f a r  a s  I  can  t e l l .  The p ro -fo rm s  so f a r  exam ined i n  th e  l i t e r a t u r e ,  h av in g
th e  l a r g e s t  dom ains a re ,  I  b e l i e v e ,  p ro -S  and p ro -P re d  form s such  a s  - so . 
t h a t  and t h i s . I  would m a in ta in  th a t  such  lo c u t io n s  a s  th e  above, th e  
p r e v io u s /f o l lo w in g  p a r a g r a p h /s e c t io n /c h a p te r , i n  s e c t io n /c h h p te r  ( f  num ber), 
t h e r e  e t c .  f u n c t io n  a s  p ro -fo rm s  i n  w r i t t e n  d is c o u r s e ,  a t  l e a s t ,  th o u g h  no 
s im i la r  form s f o r  spoken  d is c o u r s e  come to  m ind. I f  t h i s  i s  so , and I f  th e  
sem a n tic  r e l a t i o n s h i p , ( o f  i d e n t i t y )  be tw een  th e  a n te c e d e n t  and i t s  p ro -fo rm  
i s  r e q u i r e d  to  be r e c o v e ra b le ,  th e n  a s u b s t i t u t i o n  o p e r a t io n  i s  needed  a t  
d is c o u r s e  l e v e l .  A gain , t h i s  r e q u i r e s  th e  n o t io n s  o f  u n d e r ly in g  d is c o u rs e  
and t r a n s f o r m a t io n ,  n e i t h e r  o f  w hich can  S i n c l a i r  and C o u lth a rd  p ro v id e .
A m b ig u itie s  a t  d i s c o u r s e - l e v e l  c l e a r l y  do o c c u r, i . e .  i n  d i s c o u r s e s  h av in g  
one s u r f a c e - s t r u c tu r e ,  b u t  two o r  more p o s s ib le  I n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  (deep s t r u c ­
t u r e s )  . The o b v io u s  ty p e  o f  in s ta n c e  h e re  i s  I ro n y , i n  w hich th e  d is c o u r s e  
s u p e r f i c i a l l y  e x p re s s e s  an  in n o cu o u s , o r  f a tu o u s ,  e t c .  v ie w p o in t, w h i l s t  a t  
th e  same tim e  th e  o p p o s ite  v iew p o in t may a ls o  be u n d e rs to o d , (and in d e e d  i s  
p r e f e r a b l e ) .  J u s t  a s  s e n te n c e -a m b ig u ity  i s  e x p la in e d  i n  TG a s  d e r iv in g  from  
d i f f e r e n t  u n d e r ly in g  s t r u c tu r e s  w hich converge t r a n s f o r m a t io n a l ly ,  so , I  
would su g g e s t , we sh o u ld  e x p la in  d is c o u rs e -a m b ig u ity  a s  d e r iv in g  from  d i f f e r ­
e n t  u n d e r ly in g  d i s c o u r s e - s t r u c tu r e s  w hich converge  s u p e r f i c i a l l y .  A nother 
ty p e  o f  d is c o u r s e -a m b ig u ity ,  I  would su g g e s t , i s  a ls o  to  be found i n  l i t e r a r y  
lan g u a g e , and t h a t  i s  th e  d e v ic e  we may c a l l  " c o u n te rp o in t" .  I n  S h a k e s p e a re 's  
S onnet 129, f o r  exam ple, t h e r e  a re  two s e p a r a te  t im e - s c a l e s  w hich c o n f l i c t  
(se e  W erth, f c o m in g  c ) ,  and s im i la r  u se s  may be found  i n  such  w id e ly  d i s ­
p a ra te  works a s  S id n e y 's  A rcad ia  and e . e . cum m ing's Anyone l iv e d  i n  a 
p r e t t y  how to w n . A gain, I can n o t see  how S i n c l a i r  and  C o u l th a r d 's  system  
co u ld  a c co u n t f o r  d is c o u rs e -a m b ig u ity  a s  e x e m p lif ie d  above (a lth o u g h , 
a d m it te d ly ,  th e y  a re  s tu d y in g  d is c o u rs e  from  an  e n t i r e l y  d i f f e r e n t  r e g i s t e r .  
However, d i s c o n t i n u i t i e s  and "u n d ers to o d "  e le m e n ts , i f  n o t - s u b s t i t u t i o n s  
and a m b ig u it ie s ,  w i l l  s t i l l  o c c u r  and have to  be a c c o u n te d  f o r  i n  c la ss ro o m  
d i s c o u r s e ) .
I  sh o u ld  m en tion , b e fo re  le a v in g  th e  t o p ic  o f  a m b ig u ity , t h a t  S i n c l a i r  
and C o u lth a rd  do I n  f a c t  lo o k  a t  th e  p rob lem s o f  p ra g m a tic  a m b ig u ity  a ls o  
exam ined i n  Gordon and L ak o ff 1971 (se e  s e c t io n  2 .1 3 )*  S p e c i f i c a l l y ,  th e y  
lo o k  a t  i n t e r r o g a t i v e s  w hich can  have th e  m eaning o f  q u e s t io n s  o r  commands 
(pp . 2 8 -3 3 ). (They a ls o  m en tion  (p . 124) s ta te m e n ts  which may be i n t e r p r e t e d  
a s  s u g g e s t io n s ) .  These a re  n o t i n  f a c t  d i s c o u r s e - a m b ig u i t ie s ,  l i k e  th o s e  I  
have j u s t  m en tioned , b u t s e n te n c e -a m b ig u i t ie s  w hich a r e ,  how ever, d isa m b ig -  
u a b le  by r e f e r e n c e  t o  th e  s i t u a t i o n ,  e .g .  p h y s ic a l ly  p o s s ib le  and  p r o s c r ib e d
a c t io n s  a t  th e  t im e  o f  u t te r a n c e ,  and a c t io n s  p r e s c r ib e d  b e fo re  th e  u t te r a n c e .  
(These s i t u a t i o n a l  e le m e n ts  a r e ,  o f  c o u rs e , n e i th e r  w e l l - d e f in e d  n o r system ­
a t i c a l l y  u n d e rs to o d ) . T h e ir  system  o f  r u l e s  c o v e r in g  th e s e  phenomena a re  
e q u iv a le n t  t o  s u r f a c e - s t r u c tu r e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  r u l e s ,  i n  w hich th e  s i t u a t i o n a l  
c o n te x t  o f  a  g iv e n  i n t e r r o g a t i v e  i s  exam ined f o r  th e  c r i t e r i a l  s i t u a t i o n a l  
c a te g o r ie s  m en tioned  above, and th e  c o r r e c t  I n t e r p r e t a t i o n  a u to m a t ic a l ly  
fo l lo w s .
I  c o n c lu d e , th e n , t h a t  th e  g e n e ra l  argum ent a g a in s t  PS grammars a p p l i e s  
a s  much a t  th e  d is c o u r s e  l e v e l  a s  a t  th e  s e n te n c e  l e v e l ,  and t h a t  S i n c l a i r  
and C o u lth a rd 1s a p p ro ach , i n t e r e s t i n g  and i n s i g h t f u l  th o u g h  i t  i s  i n  many 
in fo rm a l  ways, i s  in a d e q u a te  t o  th e  d e s c r ip t io n ,  l e t  a lo n g  th e  f o r m a l iz a t io n ,  
o f  d i s c o u r s e .  The same argum en ts a p p ly , m u ta t is  m u ta n d is , to  th e  system s i n  
s e c t io n s  6 .21-23*
The second  q u e s t io n  ab o u t p h ra se  s t r u c tu r e  co n cern ed  w hether i t  sh o u ld  
be sem a n tic  o r  c a t e g o r i a l  i n  n a tu r e .  S i n c l a i r  and C o u lth a rd  a g a in  fo llo w  
H a ll id a y  i n  m aking t h e i r  te rm s  " fu n c t io n s "  r a t h e r  th a n  sem an tic  f e a t u r e s ,  
sememes (o r  semons) e t c .  Thus th e  c o n te n t o f  t h e i r  te rm s  i s  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e i r  
u se  i n  s i t u a t i o n s  ( r a t h e r  t h a n  t h e i r  d e n o ta t io n  o r  r e f e r e n c e ) .  T h is  means ■ 
t h a t  S i n c l a i r  and C o u lth a rd  p ro v id e  a b s o lu te ly  no means o f  s p e c i f y in g  th e  
se m a n tic s  o f  d is c o u r s e ,  n o r i n  p a r t i c u l a r  th e  t h r e a d  o f  co n n e c te d  m eaning 
w hich b o th  u n i te s  and c h a r a c te r iz e s  a  d is c o u r s e ,  and w hich I  have c a l l e d  
co h e ren ce  (se e  s e c t io n  2 .2 3 ) .
6-25 Van Di.jk 1972
Van D is k 's  work o c c u rs  no t o n ly  i n  th e  c o n te x t  o f  A m erican TG (and 
p a r t i c u l a r l y  GS), b u t  a ls o  i n  th e  m id st o f  c o n s id e r a b le ,  c o n c e n tra te d  E uro­
p ean  s tu d y  o f  tex t-g ra m m a rs  (se e  e .g .  P e to f i  and  R e is e r  1 973 ). T here  a r e ,  
o f  c o u rs e , d i f f e r e n c e s  be tw een  th e  in d iv id u a l  a p p ro a c h e s  to  th e s e ,  l a r g e ly ,  
German and D utch s c h o la r s ,  b u t i n  b ro ad  te rm s  th e y  a g re e  upon th e  aim s and 
g e n e ra l  d i r e c t i o n  o f  te x t-g ra m m a r . I  have s e le c te d  van  D ijk  t o  r e p r e s e n t  
t h i s  g roup , b ecau se  o f  them a l l  he has  p ro b a b ly  p u b l is h e d  th e  m ost, and h i s  
1972 book o f f e r s  what i s  e s s e n t i a l l y  a  con sen su s o f  t h e i r  id e a s .
T e x t, f o r  van  D ijk  i s  "an  a b s t r a c t  n o t io n  . . .  u n d e r ly in g  what i s  
i n t u i t i v e l y  known a s  'c o n n e c te d  d i s c o u r s e ’" , (p . 1 ) ,  th e  fo rm a l .s t r u c tu r e  
o f  w hich i s  a c co u n te d  f o r  i n  a  tex b -g ram m ar. Van D i j k ’s argum en ts f o r  
in c o r p o r a t in g  T-grammar i n  l i n g u i s t i c  th e o ry  a re  b o th  e m p ir ic a l  and gram­
m a t ic a l .  H is e m p ir ic a l  c la im  i s  t h a t  "T-grammar g iv e s  a  more ad e q u a te  acco u n t
o f  th e  s y s te m a t ic  phenomena o f  n a tu r a l  language  by d e s c r ib in g  and e x p la in in g  
'm ore f a c t s '  and p ro v id in g  mor.e r e l e v a n t  g e n e r a l i z a t i o n s  th a n  e x i s t i n g  S -  
gram m ars", (p . 2 ) .  These s y s te m a t ic  phenomena in c lu d e  b o th  s t r u c t u r a l -  
s y n ta c t i c  r e g u l a r i t i e s  and f a c t s  o f  p s y c h o -s o c ia l  s e t t i n g s ,  i e .  a s p e c ts  
o f  lan g u ag e  i n  u se , w hich some l i n g u i s t s  o f  ST p e r s u a s io n s  would want to  
r e l e g a t e  to  pe rfo rm an ce  (se e  s e c t io n  2 .1 4  a b o v e ). Van D ijk  a rg u e s  t h a t  
s in c e  th e  u t t e r a n c e , and n o t th e  s e n te n c e , i s  th e  u n i t  o f  lan g u ag e  p e rfo rm ­
ance., and s in c e  t h e  system  o f  com petence i s  i n f e r r e d  from  p e rfo rm an ce , th e r e  
i s  no a  p r i o r i  r e a s o n  f o r .  m a in ta in in g  t h a t  th e  fo rm a l l i n g u i s t i c  u n i t  u n d e r­
ly in g  a n 'u t t e r a n c e  i s  th e  s e n te n c e .  I n  o b se rv a b le  f a c t ,  u t te r a n c e s  a re  
d is c o u r s e s  ( i . e .  s e t s  o f  c o n n e c te d  s e n te n c e s ) ,  whose u n d e r ly in g  u n i t  i s  th e  
t e x t ,  c o n s i s t in g  o f  n s e n te n c e s  (n  ^  l ) . I f  n a t iv e  s p e a k e rs  can  d i s t i n g u i s h  
b e tw een  c o h e re n t and n o n -c o h e re n t d is c o u r s e s ,  t h i s  i s  a  f a c t  o f  t h e i r  com­
p e te n c e .  O th e r r e l a t e d  a b i l i t i e s  w hich a grammar must e x p la in  a r e :  r e c o g ­
n i s in g  s i m i l a r i t i e s  be tw een  t e x t s ,  p a ra p h ra s in g  te x b s ,  d isa m b ig u a tio n , 
i n t e r p r e t i n g  s e m i-s e n te n c e s , p ro c e s s in g  fo rm a l c o n n e c te d n e ss  ( c o h e s io n ) , 
p r o c e s s in g  t e x t  ty p e s  ( r e g i s t e r s ) ,  and r e c o g n is in g  t e x t  p l a n s ■
The g ram m atica l a rgum en ts c o n c e rn  " th o se  p r o p e r t i e s  o f  s e n te n c e s  w hich 
seem to  be a  f u n c t io n  o f  se q u e n c e s" , (p . 7 ) ,  ( c f .  my comments i n  s e c t io n s  
1 .3  and. 2 .3 )*  These in c lu d e :  in to n a t io n  and s t r e s s  a ss ig n m e n t, d e f i n i t i z a t i o n  
( c f .  s e c t i o n  3 .1 ) ,  p ro n o m in a liz a t io n , t e n s e ,  mode and a s p e c t  s p e c i f i c a t i o n ,  
t o p ic  and comment (and  th e n c e  t o p i c a l i z a t i o n  and p a s s i v i z a t i o n ) ,  ( c f .  s e c t io n  
2 .3 ) ,  synonymy be tw een  compound Ss and  sequences  o f  S s , c o n ju n c t io n  and 
s e n t e n t i a l  a d v e rb s , p r e s u p p o s i t io n s  and e n ta i lm e n ts  ( c f .  s e c t i o n  2 .1 7 ) .
Van D ijk  th e n  (p . l l )  fo rm u la te s  th e  t a s k s  o f  an  a d e q u a te  T-gram m ar:
( i )  t o  fo rm u la te  a l l  and o n ly  g ram m atica l t e x t s  o f  a  lan g u a g e ;
( i i )  to  a s s ig n  SDs to  ea ch  t e x t  g e n e ra te d , and to  a  s e t  o f  sem i-
g ram m atic a l t e x t s  n o t g e n e ra te d ;
( i i i )  t o  fo rm u la te  r u l e s  and c o n d it io n s  f o r  th e  \ je l l - fo rm e d  c o n c a te n a t io n  
o f  s e n te n c e s  i n  a  l i n e a r l y  o rd e re d  se q u en c e ;
( iv )  to  fo rm u la te  th e  r u l e s  d e s c r ib in g  m a c r o - s t r u c tu r e s  o f  t e x t s  and
r e l a t i n g  them  to  th e  s e q u e n t ia l  s t r u c t u r e s ;
(v) t o  fo rm u la te  th e  r u l e s  fo rm ing  and r e l a t i n g  sem an tic  s t r u c t u r e s
w ith  p h o n o lo g ic a l  s t r u c tu r e s  o f  a l l  t h e  w e ll- fo rm e d  t e x t s  o f  a 
la n g u a g e .
He comments t h a t  th e  S-com ponent o f  a  T-grammar i s  s u p e r io r  i n  s tro n g  
g e n e ra t iv e  c a p a c i ty  to  a  S-gram m ar, becau se  i t  p ro v id e s  more s a t i s f a c t o r y  
SDs o f  s e n te n c e s ,  a s  a  p ro p e r  s u b -p a r t  o f  p ro v id in g  SDs o f  t e x t s .
The form  o f  van  D i j k 's  T-grammar i s :





= " t e x t u a l  s u r f a c e  s t r u c tu r e "
DS DS " s e n t e n t i a l  deep 
s t r u c tu r e s "
SS " s e n t e n t i a l  s u r fa c e  
s t r u c tu r e s "
The m a c r o - s t ru c tu re  i s  " th e  a b s t r a c t  u n d e r ly in g  s t r u c tu r e  o r  ' l o g i c a l  fo rm ' 
o f  a t e x t " ,  (p . 1 7 ) ;  i t  i s  s p e c i f ie d  i n  te rm s  o f  (m a c ro )-se m a n tic  r u l e s ,  
s in c e  PS r u l e s  do n o t a p p ly  t o  t e x t s ,  which a s  a  whole do no t have im m ediate 
c o n s t i t u e n t s .  (Some s c h o o ls  o f  th o u g h t, a s  i n  th e  p re c e d in g  s e c t io n s ,  would 
d is a g re e  w ith  t h i s  c o n c lu s io n . However, a s  we have se en  i n  s e c t io n  6 .2 4 , a  
texb-g ram m ar c o n s i s t in g  o f  PS r u le s  a lo n e  i s  in a d e q u a te ) .  Van D ijk  j u s t i f i e s  
th e  n o t io n  o f  m a c r o -s t ru c tu re  by in v o k in g  th e  n o t io n  o f  c o h e re n c e , w hich 
can n o t be h a n d le d  by th e  t e x t u a l  e q u iv a le n t  o f  l o c a l - f i l t e r s ,  s t i p u l a t i n g  
th e  t r a n s i t i o n a l  c o n s t r a in t s  be tw een  s u c c e s s iv e  S s . I n s te a d ,  what i s  needed 
i s  th e  t e x t u a l  e q u iv a le n t  o f  g lo b a l  r u l e s ,  h a n d lin g  th e  n o n - s e q u e n t ia l  
c o n n e c t iv i ty  o f  Ss s e p a ra te d  i n  th e  t e x t ,  ( c f .  my rem arks i n  s e c t io n  1 .3  and 
Ch. V ).
M a c r o - s t r u c tu r e ,  van  D ijk  c la im s , i s  th e  fo rm a l an a lo g u e  o f  th e  p sycho - 
l i n g u i s t i c  programme, p la n  o r  s t r a t e g y  o f  a  d is c o u r s e  (and th u s  i t  i s  t h a t  
th e  n a t iv e  s p e a k e r  can  r e c o n s t r u c t  th e  " g i s t "  o f  a  d is c o u r s e  f a r  more r e a d i ly  
th a n  he can  rep ro d u c e  th e  a c tu a l  s u r f a c e  s t r u c t u r e s ) .  He th e r e f o r e  c o n c e iv e s  
o f  i t  a s  a  "summary" o r  " a b s t r a c t " ,  i n  form  s t r u c t u r a l l y  a k in  to  t h a t  o f  th e  
p r o p o s i t io n  ( c f .  my rem arks on th e  s t r u c tu r e  o f  s i t u a t i o n s ,  i n  s e c t io n  2 . 11) ,  
and p ro v id e s  what am ounts to  a  d isc o v e ry  p ro ce d u re  .(pp. 157 s q q . ) :
( i )  r e p r e s e n t  th e  t e x t  a s  "a  s t r u c tu r e  o f  i n t u i t i v e l y  v e r b a l i s e d  
p r o p o s i t io n s " ;
( i i )  fo rm a liz e  t h i s  a b s t r a c t ;
( i i i )  fo rm u la te  r u l e s  t o  g e n e ra te  i t .  .
The w eakness o f  t h i s  ap p ro a c h  to  t e x t u a l  deep s t r u c tu r e  l i e s  i n  i t s  i r r e ­
f u t a b i l i t y .  S in c e , a s  van  D ijk  i s  th e  f i r s t  t o  adm it ( e .g .  p . 159)* th e
t r a n s f o r m a t io n s  r e l a t i n g  m a c ro -s t ru c tu re  to  m ic r o - s t r u c tu r e  a re  n o t w e l l -  
d e f in e d , th e r e  a re  no c o n s t r a in t s  upon th e  form  o f  m a c r o -s t ru c tu re  a s  y e t .  
T hus, i n  s o r t i n g  o u t t h e  " g i s t "  o f  a t e x t ,  d i f f e r e n t  a n a ly s t s  w i l l  un d o u b t­
e d ly  v a ry  on th e  p r o p o s i t io n s  th e y  c o n s id e r  c e n t r a l .  F u rth e rm o re , even  i f  
ag reem ent were to  be re a c h e d  on t h i s  p o in t ,  i t  i s  n e v e r th e le s s  n o t n e c e s s a r i ly  
th e  ca se  t h a t  th e  rem a in d e r  o f  th e  t e x t  i s  p e r i p h e r a l  (and one i s  rem inded  
h e re  o f  H a r r i s 's  " i r r e l e v a n t  m o d if ic a t io n " ] ) .  To be s u re ,  t h i s  i s  a  
c r i t i c i s m  o f  v a n  D i j k 's  a n a ly s i s  o f  an  example ( i n  f a c t ,  any exam ple) a t  
t h i s  l e v e l .  E a r l i e r ,  he p ro v id e s  an  a lg o r i th m  f o r  g e n e ra t in g  m a c r o -s t ru c tu re  
w hich i s  s im i la r ,  a s  we have a lr e a d y  m entioned , to  t h a t  g e n e ra t in g  p r o p o s i -  
t i o n a l  s t r u c t u r e s .  But any such  s e t  o f  r u le s  s ta n d s  o r  f a l l s  on i t s  e m p ir ic a l  
c o n te n t ,  and van  D i j k 's  worked example shows a  v e ry  shaky c o n n e c tio n  betw een  
th e  g e n e ra t iv e  r u l e s  and th e  f a c t s  th e y  a tte m p t t o  f o rm a l iz e .  T h is  v iew p o in t 
i s ,  o f  c o u rs e , am enable t o  m o d if ic a t io n  i n  th e  e v e n t o f  e i t h e r  i n t e r n a l  o r  
e x te r n a l  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  o f  th e  r u l e s  and t h e i r  a p p l i c a t i o n :  i n t e r n a l  j u s t i ­
f i c a t i o n  would come from  a  w e ll-m o tiv a te d  s e t  o f  t r a n s f o r m a t io n s  m apping 
m a c r o -s t ru c tu re  on t o  m ic r o - s t r u c tu r e s ;  e x te r n a l  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  would be 
p s y c h o lo g ic a l  o r  s o c io l o g ic a l .  Van D i j k 's  a c co u n t o f  t e x t u a l  s u r fa c e  
s t r u c tu r e  i s ,  on th e  o th e r  hand, a l t o g e th e r  more s u c c e s s f u l ,  s in c e ,  a lth o u g h  
p r e c i s e l y  th e  same s e t  o f  r u l e s  i s  u sed , t h e i r  e m p i r ic a l  c o n te n t  i s  b e t t e r -  
u n d e rs to o d  (w hich i s  to  say  t h a t  th e  u n d e r ly in g  p r o p o s i t io n s  p o s tu la te d  a re  
r e l a t e d  to  s e n t e n t i a l  s u r fa c e  s t r u c tu r e s  by t r a n s f o r m a t io n s  w hich, i f  th e y  
a re  n o t a b s o lu te ly  u n d e rs to o d , a re  a t  l e a s t  b e tte r-k n o w n  th a n  t h e i r  m acro- 
s t r u c t u r a l  e q u i v a l e n t s ) .
At t h i s  l e v e l ,  he p ro v id e s  means o f  e x p l i c i t l y  s p e c i f y in g  such  r e l a t i o n s  
be tw een  s e n te n c e s  a s :  5E 'e q u iv a le n t  t o ' ;  ' i n t e r s e c t s  w i t h ';  ' i n c l u d e s ' ;  
-f—► 'i n d u c t i v e l y  e n t a i l s ' ;  CZ ' i m p l i e s ' ,  (th o u g h  van  D ijk  does n o t use  a l l  
o f  th e s e  sy m b o ls ) . A c o n s t r a in t  on  any t e x t  i s  t h a t  im m e d ia te ly -s u c c e s s iv e  
s e n te n c e s  i n  i t  must be n e i t h e r  e q u iv a le n t  no r c o n t r a d ic to r y ,  i e .  th e y  must 
be n o n -re d u n d a n t and c o n s i s t e n t .
S in ce  I  * have in c o r p o r a te d  - a  v e r s io n  o f  van  D i j k 's  r u l e s  f o r  t e x t u a l  
s u r fa c e  s t r u c tu r e  i n to  my own ru le s (C h s .  IV, V), I  s h a l i  no t exam ine them  
f u r t h e r  h e re .  P o r t io n s  o f  h i s  argum ent may a ls o  be found  i n  s e c t io n  3*14*
I n  s u m m a r y ,  th e  w eakness o f  van  D i j k 's  a p p ro ach , owing p e rh a p s  t o  la c k  
o f  p r e s e n t  knowledge r a t h e r  th a n  any s t r u c t u r a l  d e f ic ie n c y ,  l i e s  i n  th e  
" m a c ro - tra n s fo rm a tio n s "  mapping m a c ro s tru c tu re  on to  m ic r o - s t r u c tu r e .
Assuming t h a t  m a c ro s tru c tu re  i s  a  n e c e s s a ry  l e v e l  (and  th e  m ain argum ents
a re  tw o: p s y c h o l in g u is t ic ,  th e  a b i l i t y  to  r e c a l l  th e  g i s t  o f  a  d is c o u r s e  
w ith  g r e a t e r  e a se  th a n  i t s  s u r fa c e  s t r u c tu r e s ;  and se m a n tic , th e  coh eren ce  
o f  a  t e x t  s e le c t i n g  i t s  lexem es th ro u g h o u t) ,  and g iv e n  t h a t  such an  assum p­
t i o n  i s  n o t h in d e re d  by th e  m e ta th e o r e t ic  p r i n c i p l e  o f  isom orphism  ( s in c e  
th e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  be tw een  t e x t u a l  deep and t e x t u a l  s u r f a c e  s t r u c tu r e  i s  
m o d elled  upon th e  s y n ta c t i c  d i s t i n c t i o n ;  fu r th e rm o re , th e  r u le - c o n te n t  o f  
m a c ro s tru c tu re  i s  i d e n t i c a l  w ith  t h a t  o f  s y n ta c t i c  deep s t r u c t u r e ) ,  th e n  i t  
i s  a  r e a s o n a b le  h y p o th e s is  t h a t  th e  t r a n s fo r m a t io n s  a t  t h i s  l e v e l  a re  s im i la r ,  
no t to  say  i d e n t i c a l  p e rh a p s , w ith  th o s e  f i l t e r i n g  s y n ta c t i c  deep s t r u c tu r e s  
on  t o  s u r f a c e  s t r u c t u r e s .  However, I  rem a in  u n conv inced  t h a t  m a c ro s tru c tu re  
i s  a n e c e s s a ry  l i n g u i s t i c  l e v e l .  P s y c h o l in g u i s t ic a l ly ,  from  th e  r e c e p t io n  
p o in t  o f  view , th e  a b i l i t y  t o  c o n s tr u c t  an  a b s t r a c t  o f  a  d is c o u rs e  i s  
i d e n t i c a l  w ith  th e  a b i l i t y  t o  p a ra p h ra se  a  s e n te n c e . The l a t t e r  s u g g e s ts  
th e  e x is te n c e ,  i n  some se n se , o f  s e n t e n t i a l  DS ( th o u g h  n o t n e c e s s a r i ly  
r e l a t e d  v e ry  d i r e c t l y  to  th e  p a r t i c u l a r  p a ra p h ra se  s e l e c t e d ) ,  b u t by i t s e l f  
t h i s  would be a  v e ry  weak argum en t; th e  c o m p e llin g  a rgum en ts a re  l i n g u i s t i c  
i n  n a tu r e .  But th e  l i n g u i s t i c  argum ent f o r  m a c ro s tru c tu re  -  t h a t  i t  a c c o u n ts  
f o r  th e  co h e ren ce  o f  t e x t s  -  p ro v id e s  no n e c e s s a ry  c o n c lu s io n  o f  th e  e x i s t ­
ence o f  m a c r o s tr u c tu r e .  Van D i j k 's  a c tu a l  a p p a ra tu s  f o r  h a n d lin g  coh eren ce  
i s  an  e le g a n t  d e v ic e  w hich he c a l l s  a  " g lo b a l  co h e re n c e  c o n s t r a i n t " .  Note 
t h a t  a  g lo b a l  c o n s t r a in t  im poses r e s t r i c t i o n s  on a t r e e  d i c t a t e d  by th e  form  
o f  some e a r l i e r  t r e e  i n  th e  d e r iv a t io n .  I n  d i s c o u r s e ,  th e  t r e e s  w i l l  o f te n  
be n o n -c o n tig u o u s , due t o  t h e i r  o c c u rre n ce  i n  d i f f e r e n t  d e r iv a t io n s  ( i . e .  
s e p a r a te  s e n t e n t i a l  DSs w i th in  th e  same t e x t ) . C le a r ly ,  th e n ,  t h i s  i s  a  
t e x t u a l  s u r f a c e - s t r u c tu r e  c o n s t r a in t ,  a s  fo rm u la te d . But van  D ijk  s u g g e s ts  
(p . 160) t h a t  th e  g lo b a l  c o n s t r a in t  i s  i n  f a c t  a  c o n s t r a in t  011 m a c ro s tru c tu re ,  
s p e c i f i c a l l y  on  th e  u n d e r ly in g  fo rm a tio n  o f  sem an tic  r e p r e s e n ta t i o n s  and th e  
s e l e c t i o n  o f  l e x i c a l  i te m s . I t  seems p l a in ,  th o u g h , t h a t  th e  u n d e r ly in g  
fo rm a tio n  o f  sem a n tic  r e p r e s e n ta t i o n s  i n  m a c ro s tru c tu re  i s  governed  by th e  
g lo b a l  co h eren ce  c o n s t r a in t  m ere ly  f o r  th e  t r i v i a l  r e a s o n  th a t  th e s e  SRs 
a re  ( i n t u i t i v e l y )  d e r iv e d  from  th e  t e x t u a l  s u r f a c e  s t r u c t u r e ,  w hich i s  
governed  by t h a t  c o n s t r a in t ;  w h ile  th e  s e l e c t i o n  o f  l e x i c a l  ite m s  may 
a c t u a l l y  ta k e  p la c e  a t  v a r io u s  p o in ts  i n  th e  d e r i v a t i o n  from  t e x t u a l  s u r ­
f a c e  s t r u c tu r e  t o  s e n t e n t i a l  s u r f a c e  s t r u c tu r e ,  where th e  fo rm er i s  governed  
by th e  c o n s t r a in t  un d er d i s c u s s io n .  There i s  a ls o  an  im p o r ta n t  m e th o d o lo g ic a l 
a rg u m e n t: s e n t e n t i a l  DS (o f  some k in d ) has b.een overw helm ing ly  shown to  have 
c r u c i a l  sem a n tic  and s y n ta c t i c  f u n c t io n s  i n  l i n g u i s t i c  th e o r y  and p r a c t i c e ;  
no such  d e m o n s tra tio n  has  b een  made f o r  t e x t u a l  D S .' I  conc lude  t h a t  th e
e x is te n c e  o f  t h a t  l e v e l  i s  (w eakly) su p p o rte d  o n ly  by th e  p s y c h o l in g u is t ic  
a rgum en t; i n  f a c t ,  th e  a b i l i t y  w hich t h i s  r e c o g n is e s  may n o t be l i n g u i s t i c  
a t  a l l ,  b u t an  a s p e c t  o f  th e  much more g e n e ra l  p s y c h o lo g ic a l  f u n c t io n  o f  
b e h a v io u r -p la n n in g :  i n  th e  same way t h a t  i t  t a k e s  an  e x tr a o r d in a r y  (though  
n o t i n  p r in c i p l e  o r  i n  f a c t  im p o ss ib le )  a b i l i t y  to  rep ro d u c e  a d is c o u r s e  
v e rb a tim , so does i t  ta k e  an  e x tr a o rd in a ry  (th o u g h  a g a in  no t im p o s s ib le )  
a b i l i t y  to  rep ro d u ce  a com plex s e r i e s  o f  movements, such  a s  a  b a l l e t  sequence , 
a f t e r  o n ly  one v iew in g . B oth  s e t s  o f  b e h a v io u r , o f  c o u rs e , p resu p p o se  th e  
a b i l i t y  t o  p e rfo rm  th e  b a s ic  a c t i v i t y .
I f  m a c ro s tru c tu re  i s  an  u n n e c essa ry  l e v e l ,  th e n  th e  d i s t i n c t i o n  betw een  
t e x t u a l  deep and t e x t u a l  s u r fa c e  s t r u c tu r e  i s  no lo n g e r  needed . We may th e n
r e v e r t  t o  th e  te rm  t e x t  (o r  d is c o u rs e )  s t r u c tu r e ,  b e in g  e s s e n t i a l l y  a  sequence
o f  DSs bound by t r a n s d e r i v a t i o n a l  ( t e x t - l o c a l )  and co h eren ce  ( t e x t - g lo b a l )  
c o n s t r a in t s .  The a b i l i t y  to  a b s t r a c t ,  p r d c i s  o r  sum m arize i s  no t one which 
a l l  sp e a k e rs  a p p a re n t ly  p o sse s s  by v i r t u e  o f  t h e i r  b e in g  s p e a k e rs :  i t  must 
o f te n  be c o n s c io u s ly  l e a r n t .  The fo llo w in g  g h a s t ly  rem in d er o f  t h i s  i s  
from  Q uirk  (1 9 6 8 :1 8 0 ):
29. You. see  um th e  th e  um th e  c h ie f  l e c t u r e r  th e r e  i s  i s  e r  urn
. . .  he i s  th e  m ain l e c t u r e r  though  r e a l l y  he has  one o r  two
s u b o rd in a te s  b u t he i s  th e  . . .  he g iv e s  th e  l e c t u r e s  th e  m ain 
l e c t u r e s  . • •  th e r e  a re  sem in a rs  a s  w e ll  and d is c u s s io n s  fo llo w in g  
upon th o s e  b u t th e  m ain l e c t u r e s  a re  g iv e n  by him . . .  and he
t r i e s  . . .  t o  m a in ta in  . . .  um a b a la n c e  I  mean he t a l k s  so f a r
h e 's  t a lk e d  abou t I  m issed  th e  l a s t  one um u n f o r tu n a te ly  b u t 
h e 's  t a lk e d  . . .  e r  and g iv en  v a r io u s  s id e s  h e 's  g iv e n  what he 
c a l l e d  th e  e r  th e  r e l i g i o u s  . . .  um a s p e c ts  o f  p h ilo so p h y  th o s e  
who have . . .  a  r e l i g i o u s  p o in t  o f  view  who b e l ie v e  i n  v a lu e s  
you  know e r  . . .  e x i s t in g  o u ts id e  th e  human community . . .  and 
th e n  what he c a l l s  • • .  th e  . . .  th e  th e  s e c u la r  p o in t  o f  view  
o r  th e  t r a n s s e c u l a r  I  t h in k  oh no s e c u la r  p o in t  o f  view  . . .  
opposed t o  th e  t r a n s s e c u l a r  which em bodies r e l i g i o u s  and e r  
th e  o th e r  . . .  e r  m y s t ic a l  e r  um ap p ro ach es  I  sup p o se .
These f a c t s  c a s t  c o n s id e ra b le  doubt on th e  p r o p o s i t io n  t h a t  th e  a b i l i t y  to
summarize i s  an  a s p e c t  o f  l i n g u i s t i c  com petence.
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I
The c e n t r a l  c h a p te r s  i n  t h i s  s tu d y  o f r e l a t i v i z a t i o n  a re  Chs. I I ,  I I I ,
IV  and V. Gh. I I ,  th o u g h  c o n ta in in g  l i t t l e  d i r e c t  d i s c u s s io n  o f  r e l a t i v e  
c la u s e s ,  n e v e r th e le s s  e s t a b l i s h e s  t h a t  many o f  th e  e le m e n ts  c o n t r ib u t in g  
to  t h e  m eaning o f  r e l a t i v e s  (and o th e r  c o n s tr u c t io n s )  a re  i n  f a c t  c o n te x tu a l ly -  
d e te rm in e d : i n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  p r e s u p p o s i t io n  and f o c u s . The c h a p te r  exam ines 
a t  some le n g th  th e  n o t io n  o f  c o n te x t ,  s i t u a t i o n a l  and l i n g u i s t i c ,  and p ro ­
p o se s  an  in fo rm a l  acco u n t o f  movement t r a n s fo r m a t io n s ,  m o tiv a t in g  them  by 
th e  c o n te x tu a l ly -d e te rm in e d  o p e ra t io n  o f  fo c u s . Ch. I l l  i n v e s t i g a t e s  i n  
d e t a i l  th e  r o l e  o f t h e  d e te rm in e r  i n  r e l a t i v e  c la u s e s ,  i n  r e l a t i o n s h ip  to  
t h e i r  f u n c t io n  i n  d is c o u r s e ,  and r e v e a ls  a number o f  i n t e r p r e t a t i v e  ty p e s  
o f  r e l a t i v e ,  b o th  R and NR. S e c t io n  3*2 o f  Ch. I l l  exam ines th e  deg ree  o f  
" s q u is h in e s s "  betw een  a number o f  d i f f e r e n t  c o n s t r u c t io n s  in c lu d in g  R and NR.
Ch. IV lo o k s  a t  th e  com ponents o f  a sem an tic  th e o ry ,  p u ts  fo rw ard  a s e t  o f 
r u l e s  g e n e ra t in g  sem an tic  c o n f ig u r a t io n s ,  and d i s c u s s e s  th e  p rob lem s o f  
r e l a t i n g  such  c o n f ig u r a t io n s  t o  f i )  o n to lo g ic a l  m eaning, and ( i i )  l e x i c a l  
i te m s . Gh. V. a p p l i e s  th e  r u le s  p o s t - l e x i c a l l y  t o  d e r iv e  Rs and NRs r e s p e c t ­
i v e l y ,  and in v e s t i g a t e s  th e  m o d if ic a tio n s  made by th e  c o n te x t  on th e  b a s ic  
sen se  s p e c i f ie d  by th e  r u l e s .  Ch. V th u s  b r in g s  t o g e th e r  Chs. I I ,  I I I  and 
IV .
The more p e r ip h e r a l  c h a p te r s  (b o th  i n  p o s i t i o n  and im p o rtan ce ) a re  Chs.
I  and VI. I  i s  in t r o d u c to r y ,  b u t i n  th e  co u rse  o f  i t s  p ream ble exam ines a 
number o f  c la u s e - ty p e s  which m ight be ta k e n  a s  r e l a t i v e .  Some o f  th e s e  a re  
r e tu r n e d  t o  I n  Ch. I I I .  Ch. VI lo o k s  a t  p re v io u s  work on th e  se m a n tic s  o f  
r e l a t i v i z a t i o n  (c o n f in in g  i t s e l f  to  TG), and f i n a l l y  rev ie w s  a t  some le n g th ,  
th o u g h  s e l e c t i v e l y ,  con tem porary  and p re v io u s  work on d is c o u r s e .
My m ain c o n c lu s io n s  a re  a s  fo llo w s :
(A) Rs a re  s e m a n t ic a l ly  (a s  w e ll  a s  s y n ta c t i c a l l y )  s u b jo in in g , w h ile  NRs 
a re  c o n jo in in g . However, th e  r e l a t i o n s h ip  betw een  th e  c o n ju n c ts  i n  a  
NR i s  n o t n e c e s s a r i ly  o f  th e  in fo rm a tio n -a d d in g  ty p e  ( " l o g ic a l  ' A' " ) ,  
a s  th e  u s u a l  ac co u n t has i t .  R a th e r , th e  c o n n e c tio n s  a re  o f t e n  c a u s a l ,  
c o n c e s s iv e  o r  s e q u e n t ia l ,  and a s  such, e q u iv a le n t  to  i n t e r s e n t e n t i a l ,  
a s  w e ll  a s  i n t r a s e n t e n t i a l ,  c o n n e c tio n s . The s u b jo in t  n a tu re  o f  Rs 
( r a t h e r  t h a n  c o n jo in t ,  a s  c la im ed  by Thompson 1971 and Jacobson  1972, 
f o r  exam ple) i s  i n d ic a te d  by ( i )  th e  co m p ara tiv e  im p o rtan ce  o f  th e  
a n te c e d e n t  and th e  r e l a t i v e  c la u s e  ( t r a d i t i o n a l l y ,  "head" v s . " m o d if ie r " ) .  
T hus:
1 . (a )  The g i r l  who c o l l e c t s  S to n es  r e c o rd s  . • .  
a s  opposed  t o :
(b) The c o l l e c t o r  o f  S to n e s  r e c o rd s  who i s  a  g i r l  . . .  
su g g e s t a  d i f f e r e n t  r e l a t i v e  w e ig h tin g  o f  a t t e n t i o n .  I f  t h i s  i s  t o  be 
h a n d le d  by Focus (a s  i s  in d ee d  f e a s i b l e ) ,  w ith  two c o n ju n c ts  p r e v io u s ly  
u n d i f f e r e n t i a t e d :
(c) The x  (x  i s  a  g i r l )  and (x c o l l e c t s  S to n e s  r e c o r d s ) ,  
t h e n  th e  f a c t  s t i l l  rem ains  t h a t  th e s e  c o n ju n c ts  a re  n e v e r th e le s s  
su b o rd in a te  to  a  more g e n e ra l  te rm . However, a more im p o rta n t con­
s i d e r a t i o n  i s  ( i i )  such  Rs a s  ( l a ,  b) a re  to  be i n t e r p r e t e d  a s  in s e p ­
a ra b le  u n i t s :  no t j u s t  any g i r l ,  b u t some g i r l  s p e c i f i e d  j u s t  so . I t  
may be a rg u ed  t h a t  th e  c o n ju n c t io n  a n a ly s i s  u s e s  l o g i c a l  ' A ' ,  meaning 
‘b o th  i t e m s ',  so t h a t  th e  s p e c i f i c  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  a u to m a t ic a l ly  fo llo w s . 
However, l o g i c a l  1 A 1 e n t a i l s  i t s  c o n ju n c ts  s e p a r a te ly ,  a s  w e l l  a s  i n  
c o m b in a tio n , and t h i s  i s  o f te n  ( i f  n o t a lw ays) wrong f o r  n a tu r a l  la n g ­
uage :
2 . (a )  I  spoke to  a  man who had become a  woman 
does n o t e n t a i l :
(b) I  spoke t o - a  man.
The b a s ic  R i s  t h e  g e n e r ic ;  o th e r  d e i c t i c  ty p e s  ( e .g .  a n a p h o ric , c a ta ­
p h o r ic )  a re  r e g u la r ly  d e r iv e d  from  th e  g e n e r ic  i n  d i r e c t i o n s  d e te rm in e d  
by th e  c o n te x t .  T h is  r e q u i r e s  th e  sem an tic  th e o r y  to  in c lu d e  o r  i t s e l f  
be embedded i n  (depend ing  upon th e  b ro ad n e ss  o f  th e  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  
s e m a n tic s )  a  th e o ry  o f  c o n te x t ,  b o th  s i t u a t i o n a l  and l i n g u i s t i c .  The 
l a t t e r  o f  th e s e  s u g g e s ts  th e  n e c e s s i ty  f o r  d e te rm in in g  th e  grammar o f  
d i s c o u r s e .
The g e n e r ic  Rs so g e n e ra te d  a re  r e g u la r ly  r e l a t e d  to  l e x i c a l  I tem s by 
a  r e l a t i o n s h i p  o f  p a r t i a l  o r  com plete synonymy. However, c o n te x tu a l iz e d  
Rs ( s p e c i f i e d  d e i c t i c a l l y  and f o c a l ly )  a re  u n l ik e ly  to  be s im i l a r l y  
r e l a t e d .  Not e v e ry  g e n e r ic  R, even, n e c e s s a r i ly  has i t s  c o rre sp o n d in g  
l e x i c a l  ite m , and th e  ch o ic e  o f  l e x i c a l  form  may be h aphazard  and random. 
However, th e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  i s  b e s t  e x p re sse d  a s  a  s h a r in g  o f  th e  same 
u n d e r ly in g  sem an tic  c o n f ig u r a t io n ;  a  l e x i c a l  i te m  w i l l  te n d  t o  r e p r e s e n t  
such  a  c o n f ig u r a t io n  e x h a u s t iv e ly  ( i . e .  w ith o u t r e s id u e ) ,  w h ile  an  
e x p re s s io n  (su ch  as  an  R) w i l l  p e rh ap s  r e p r e s e n t  o n ly  a p a r t  o f  th e  
t o t a l  c o n f ig u r a t io n .  The g ram m atica l th e o ry  r e q u i r e d  by th e s e  s o r t  o f  
f a c t s  i s  one w hich a llo w s  th e  s p e c i f i c a t i o n  o f  r o l e s ,  th e  d i r e c t  r e p ­
r e s e n t a t i o n  o f  m eaning, and p r e l e x i c a l  t r a n s f o r m a t io n s .  GS i s  such  a 
th e o r y .
R e la t iv e  c la u s e s  a re  n o t i n  f a c t  as  d i s t i n c t  a s  t r a d i t i o n a l  s tu d ie s  
s u g g e s t .  There i s  a  c o n s id e ra b le  o v e r la p  w ith  s e v e r a l  o th e r  g ro u p s, 
n o ta b ly  th e  fo c u s s e d  c o n s t r u c t io n s  ( c l e f t ,  p s e u d o - c l e f t ) .  I  have 
r e p r e s e n te d  th e  d e r iv a t io n  o f  t h i s  continuum  i n  t h i s  way: fo c u s s e d  
c o n s t r u c t io n s  form  a r e l a t i v e - c l a u s e  i n  d e r iv e d  s t r u c t u r e ,  by means 
o f  a r u le  m o tiv a te d  by fo c u s  i n  c o n te x t .  Rs have a  s u b o rd in a te - c la u s e  
a rran g em en t i n  t h e i r  b a s ic  s t r u c tu r e ,  a lth o u g h  i t  may be p o s s ib le  to  
a c c e p t  t h a t  a  c o n ju n c t io n  embedded b e n e a th  a  v a r i a b le  and d i s t in g u is h e d  
by fo c u s , w i l l  s t i l l  a llo w  th e  n e c e s s a ry  sem a n tic  d i s t i n c t i o n  to  be 
made. Focus may in d e e d  bp r e s p o n s ib le  f o r  much more i n  language  th a n  
th e  d i s c i p l i n e  c u r r e n t ly  r e c o g n iz e s :
GRAMMATICI CERTANT ET ADHUC SUB JUDICE LIS EST.
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